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MR. ZIEGLER: Gentlemen, we have only a very short
period here. Dr. Kissinger and Ambassador Smith are here to
provide you with some general details about the agreement which
will be signed tonight at about 11:00 o'clock at the Kremlin,

It will be signed at the same location in which the other agree-

ments have been signed between the United States and the
Soviet Union.

The material that we are giving you now, the Fact Sheet
and also the comments that Dr. Kissinger will make, will be
embargoed totally until 11:00 o'clock, or at the time of the
signing ceremony. I believe the signing ceremony will be carried
on television into the Press Center so that you will be able to observe
it at that time,

As we mentioned to you in the briefing earlier today,
immediately following the signing ceremony, within 20 or 30
minutes after the signing ceremony, we will have available to
you at the Press Center copies of the agreement, and repre-~
sentatives from both delegations will be there to take your questions
and to discuss the agreement with you at that time,

The purpose for this briefing is simply to give you a general
outline as to how the agreement developed. As you see, Dr.
Kissinger and Ambassador Smith are here now, so I will give
you Dr, Kissinger. This is on the record,

DR. KISSINGER: Gentlemen, I thought that the mos useful
thing I could do was to give you a general background of these
negotiations and of the President's view of the treaty, and
Ambasgsador Smith, of course who has conducted the negotiations
and brought them to this conclusion is in the best position to go
through the details of the agreement.

First of all, let me say on behalf of the President that
he certainly will take occasion to express personally that the
reason we are here is the dedication and work of the delegation
in Helsinki which has been led by Ambassador Smith. He has
come here straight from the airport. He has been working on the
final work of this agreement since 5:00 o'clock this morning. This
concludes a rather hectic week for everybody who has been connected
directly or indirectly with these negotiations.
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Liet me make a few general observations before I turn this over
to Ambassador Smith,

Nothing that this Administration has done has seemed to it
more important for the future of the world than to make an important
first step in the limitation of strategic arms,

All of us have been profoundly convinced that to arrest
the arms race is one of the over-riding concerns of this
period. Now it is a subject of enormous technical complexity,
and for the two great nuclear powers to make a beginning in
putting their armaments under some restraint required political
decisions and an enormous amount of technical work,

It is a process that has continued for many years. It
started with extensive technical studies in Washington. It went
through two and one half years of negotiations alternating
between Helsinki and Vienna. It has been brought to a
conclusion because both governments decided that in an
agreement of this kind the stakes were larger than the
simple technical issues; that what was at stake was a major
step toward international stability, confidence among
nations, and a turn in the pattern of post-war relationships.

This is why at various crucial moments in these
negotiations there had been direct contacts between the
President and Soviet leaders, which led by mutual agreement
to breakthroughs -- the first on May 20 of 1971, in which there
was an agreement that broke the deadlock that had developed
between the Soviet insistence that an agreement cover antiballistic
missile systems only, and our view that an agreement involved as
well the offensive weapons,

The compromise was that the initial treaty would deal with
ABM's, and that this would be accompanied by a freeze on
certain categories of offensive weapons. The next deadlock
developed over the issue of what offensive weapons should be
included, whether it should be confined to intercontinental
ballistic missiles or whether submarine-launched ballistic
missile systems should also be involved, The answer -- this deadlock
was broken at the end of April and in large part by direct contact
between the Soviet leaders and the President and it has finally
resulted in the present agreement which Ambassador Smith has just
brought back from Helsinki and which will be signed at 11:00.

Ambassador Smith is in the best position to explain
the provisions of this agreement, but I wantéd to make a few
general observations about its significance and how it should
be looked at.

The first point to make is that in an agreement that
involves the central armaments on both sides, it is foolish
or shortsighted to approach the negotiations from the point of
view of gaining a unilateral advantage. Neither nation will
possibly put its security and its survival at the hazard of its
opponent and no agreement that brings disadvantage to either
side can possibly last and can possibly bring about anything
other than a new circle of insecurity. Therefore, the temptation
that is ever present when agreements of this kind are analyzed as
to who won is exceptionally inappropriate.
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We have approached these negetiations from the very beginning
with the attitude that a wise proposal is one that is conceived by
each side to be in the mutual interest and we believe that if this
agreement does what we hope it will, that the future will record
that both sides won,

Secondly, let me make a few observations with respect to the
freeze of offensive weapons which has perhaps some of the more
complicated provisions and the anticipation of which has aroused
some anticipatory comments in the United States.

First, the freeze concerns only two categories of offensive
weapons; that is to say, intercontinental ballistic missgiles and
submarine launched ballistic missiles. It does not include the
number of warheads, nor does it include bombers, nor does it
include, obviously, other systems based elsewhere than at sea or
in the térritory of each country,

Secondly, in assessing the significance of the freeze, it is not
useful to analyze whether the freeze reflects a gap between the
forces that are being frozen.

In the two categories that are being frozen, that is to say ICBMs
and submarine launched ballistic missiles, the facts are these: The
Soviet Union has more intercontinental ballistic missiles than the
United States. The Soviet Union has been building intercontinental
ballistic missiles; the United States has not and has no such program
at the moment,

The Soviet Union has been building submarine launched ballistic
misgiles at the rate of eight submarines a year. The United States
has at this moment no submarines under construction.

Therefore, the question to ask in assessing the freeze is not
what situation it perpetuates, but what situation it prevents. The
question is where we would be without the freeze. And if you
project the existing building programs of the Soviet Union into
the future, as against the absence of building programs over the
period of the freeze in either of the categories that are being
frozen, you will get a more correct clue to why we believe that
there is a good agreement and why we believe that it has made a
significant contribution to arresting the arms race,

The weapons are frozen, as we pointed out, in categories in
which we have no ongoing programs., Now, having said this,
however, I am not implying that we gained a unilateral advantage
because it is perhaps true that in the ABM field we had the more
dynamic program which is being arrested as a result of these
developments,
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What I am saying is that this agreement has been made through
a long process of negotiations; that this week, while our delegation
was working around the clock in Helsinki, the President met with
the Soviet leaders extensively and some members of the American
delegation had extensive talks with Deputy Prime Minister Smirnoff
and Foreign Minister Gromyko to resolve those issues that required
a primarily political decision.

The reason it was possible to achieve such an agreement is
because we are confident it will be seen to be in the common interest
of both countries and in the commbn interest of humanity. That ia
what I wanted to say on behalf of the President.

I would like again to express our appreciation to Ambassador
Smith, who has borne up under great strain and who has details of
the agreement before him.

I will let him comment on those and then both of us will be
available to answer questions.

AMBASSADOR SMITH: I understand I am going to have an
opportunity later to go into greater detail with you all about the
specific provisions of the treaty and the interim agreement, so
perhaps at this time I should limit myself to trying to make some
general observations and then later on try to answer your questions
and even later on than that go into any specific provisions that are
of special interest,

First, let me say perhaps the obvious, that these documents
are the product of long, careful, complex and exhaustive negotiations.
Ag a matter of fact, we were not finished with the last detail after
we got on the airplane this evening in Helsinki, We flew back. I
invited some of the Soviet delegation, including the Chief Delegation
Minister, Semenov, to join us and we continued to work on our way
here to Moscow. So this is about the freshest treaty that I have
ever talked about,

I think that in sum, these documents, when you look at them
carefully, will demonstrate a solid, concrete, yet first step in
the problem of controlling strategic arms. They are notthe end of
the road by any means, but I think that they are a very solid step
forward,

You know we have an obligation that sometimes people forget
under the Nonproliferation Treaty of some years ago to get on
with trying to limit strategic arms and get on with disarmament,
Ithink as a general proposition these documents will show that
we are not lax in that respect. We are conscious of our responasibilities.
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Now, as Henry said, there are two basic documents here, the
ABM Treaty and the Interim Agreement which, in effect, is a
negotiating freeze arrangement to hold the situation, to permit us
to hopefully negotiate a treaty to match in the offensive field the
treaty that we have succeeded in negotiating in the defensive field.

In the defensive field, I would urge you to look very carefully
at the language of Article I which looks very general but to my
mind is 2 most significant step forward in relations between two
great powers,

In effect, it says that neither side is going to try to defend its
nationwide territory. This is an admission of tremendous psycho-
logical significance, I believe, recognition that the deterrent forces
of both sides are not going to be challenged.

When you think of the concerns that we have had for the last
25 years about first-strike and counter-force, it seems to me a
general recognition by both countries that they are hot going to
field a nationwide cystem is of first importance, political,
psychological and militarily.

In addition to that, the countries are going to agree not to lay
the base for such a nationwide system. That got us into all sorts
of radar problems which some of you people perhaps felt we took
too long in solving, but much of the time we have spent was in
trying to wrestle with this radar problem to prevent the possibility
of a nationwide system arising.

In addition to that, the two nations have made commitments not
to even try for a thick or regional defense in one part of the country
except as gpecifically permitted under the agreement; that is, to
defend one's capital or to defend a relatively small number of
ICBM silos.

So, although Article I looks like sort of a general statement,
to my mind it is one of the most significant articles in the whole
agreement.

Now, Article II defines what we are talking about and has a
very important bearing on the whole question of what we call
future ABM systems. This treaty has as a most significant aspect
that it not only limits the present situation, but has a choking off
effect on future systems which, under the terms of the treaty as
we have reached understandings, futures will not be deployable
unless this treaty is amended.
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Article III is the Leart of the treaty and deserves a great deal
of study. I think we spent more time trying to wrestle with
Article III than any other part of the treaty,

I will go into details later if you like, but it says both sides
can have two sites with no more than 100 launchers at each gite,
with radar sharply limited; one site for the defensive capital and
one for the ICBM's. The Soviets will agree to deploy the ICBM site
well away from the capital site, so the poseibility for a base of a
nationwide system is very poor.

In addition to the numbers, we have had to work out problems
involving test ranges, numbers of test launchers, the question of
modernization, the question of how you verify this treaty, and one
of the significant conclusions that we have reached is that this
treaty can safely be verified by national means of verification,
that is, without on-site inspection. This is largely a limitation
on numbers of relatively large objects which we are confident can
be monitored, if you will, without on-site inspection.

As a matter of fact, if I had my "druthers' and could have on-site
inspection instead of our present national means, there would be no
question in my mind that we would be much better off with national
means of verification.

In addition to that, we will have commitments from the Soviets
not to interfere with those national means of verification and not to
take measures to conceal their operation so as to prevent the work-
ings of national means of verification. I think you ladies and
gentlemen can realize the psychological significance of a nation
making such a commitment as that,

We are going to set up a joint consultative commission which
will, in effect, act as a surveying agent that will watch over the
operation of the agreement, to which ambiguous situations can be
referred, which will be a forum for further discussion of the
possible amendments to see how this treaty is working, and to
make sure that it stays viable over the years.

This treaty will have indefinite duration, but if it doesn't
work, if our supreme interests are jeopardized, there is a pro-
vision that on short notice either side can escape from the binding
obligations under the treaty.

Turn, now, for a minute to the offensive side. As Henry said,
what we are trying to do is to set up a useful device that will hold

’
more
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the situation while we negotiate, hopefully, a matching treaty;

that is, to match the treaty in the ABM defense field., I think that
the measures that we have succeeded in spelling out in this interim
agreement with the Russians will do just that., There will be a
commitment on their part not to build any more of these ICBMs

that have concerned us over the years. That commitment will
extend to not building such things as 55-9s, and there will be
provisions that if the sides want to increase their submarine missiles,
which, if you can say so, are a more benign form of weapons system
than ICBMs, they may do so, but only at the price of a substantial
reduction program in other weapons systems.

Keep this in mind when you think about the posasibility of
increaging SLBMs. It is not for free, It is ata very gsubstantial
price in terms of reductions of other weapons systems. Reductions
have never before been successfully negotiated, so I think this ought
to be considered a great accomplishment,

I think I had better stop at that, since I am going to have a
chance to go into specifics. I understand that there are to be
some questions at this point.

Q Mr. Smith, could you answer just a couple of basic things ?
On the question of the radar, could you give us an estimate of what
percentage of the national territory will be protected by the ABM
radar on each side?

Secondly, on the offensive side, the submarines, there are no
figures in the Fact Sheet, and the phrasing there seems to be a
little ambiguous. Could you give us what you consider to be, in
terms of numbers, the current levels of submarines on each gide?

AMBASSADOR SMITH: On the question of radar, I cannot
give you a precise percentage. The radar coverage, of course, is
not the essential consideration. No re-entry vehicle was ever
killed by a radar. It takes a lot of interceptors, in addition to
radar, to do a defensive job. The radar coverage, however, will
be minute, and especially in the case of radar around ICBM fields,
where there will be quantitative limitations as well as qualitative
limitations, so only a relatively few radars will be permitted in
these ICBM fields.

We are quite confident that a radar base for a nationwide or
thick regional defense is not possible under the terms of this treaty.

more
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Now, in terms of numbers of submarines, I would like to reserve
that until I can go into it more specifically,

Q On the limitation of two ABM sites, we are building two
now in the Far West. Does that mean we abandon one of those
around those ICBM silos and build another one around Washington?

AMBASSADOR SMITH: If we exercise our rights under the
treaty, we will build a system around Washington. Qur obligation
under the treaty will be to have not more than one which we had
designated as Grand Forks, So under the treaty the Malmstrom
construction would be stopped.

Q Do the Russians complete their construction of submarines
presently under construction? They have 17 operation and 25
presumably at some stage of construction. Will they be allowed
to complete those before the freeze becomes effective?

AMBASSADOR SMITH: Under the interim arrangement, they
will be permitted to finish construction of submarines, yes. I
would like to go into the whole submarine question in greater
detail later,

Q Would you clear up the withdrawal rights from the treaty
Y..." if supreme interests are jeopardimed and on six-month's
notice'? Is that "and/or'" or must both conditions be prevalent,

a supreme interest endangered, does this then require six month's
notice of withdrawal?

AMBASSADOR SMITH: That is correct. That is the same
condition as in previous arms control treaties, such as the
Nonproliferation Treaty.

Q Does this Commission decide whether or not supreme
interests are involved?

AMBASSADOR SMITH: No. That is a unilateral decision for
both countries.

Q Doesn't this allow them to protect all of their ICBMs while
we protect only some of ours?

AMBASSADOR SMITH: No. This will permit them to protect
a smaller percentage of their ICBMs than ours, since they have

substantially more than we have.

more
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Q If after five years there is no comprehensive offensive
agreement, does the interim agreement lapse?

AMBASSADOR SMITH: If the five years is past and the negotia-
tions look fruitless, I would think we Would not want to continue it,
If the negotiations look as if the:y might still bear fruit, if both sides
agree to extend the five-year arrangement, that is certainly in our
field of vision.

Q 'The basic story is going to go out of this session. Ithink
we have to get figures on submarines and other estimates, other-
wise the story will go out in a gobbled way.

AMBASSADOR SMITH: This treaty will have no effect on warhead
numbers, The United States and the Soviet Union will be iree to mount
as many warheads as they want. As you know, the United States has
a very substantial advantage, and I do not see in the time period of
this freeze that there is any prospect of its losing it.

Q What about the submarines, the question of figures? Is this
figure of 42 Y Class submarines an accurate one that they will be
allowed to complete, and we with 417

AMBASSADOR SMITH: I don't know about this figure of 42
submarines, I have seen all sorts of speculations about Soviet
submarines, but it is perfectly clear that under this agreement if
the Soviets want to pay the price of scrapping a substantial number
of other important strategic weapons systems they can build
additional submarines.

Q What submarines do they have under construction now?
I think you are evading the point on the number of submarines
they will be frozen at under this Treaty,

AMBASSADOR SMITH: Iam purposely evading the point be-
cause that it an intelligence estimate that I am not in a position to
give out.

Q How many old submarines, the old submarines with three
obsolete launchers on them, would they be able to convert?

AMBASSADOR SMITH: I would have to answer that the same way,
I am not in a position to describe the breakdown of the Soviet fleet

between old and new subrnarines.
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Q You are leaving open the possibility of 2 very large Soviet
superiority in the SLBM field.

AMBASSADOR SMITH: I am leaving open the possibility that you
are facing an indefinite period of time. We don't know how long it
will last. If we negotiate a treaty within a year, then the Soviet
submarine level, if they elect to follow this route, will be one thing.
If it is two years, it will be another. There is no doubt that under
this arrangement they could, at a high price, increase their
submarine fleet,

Q Mr. Ambassador, the question is whether the Soviets will
be able to complete their construction of Y Class submarines and
modernize their older submarines to become new Y Class sub-
marines and if they do all of this and pay the price, as you said,
of retiring the SS-7 and S5~8 missiles, what is the advantageto
them, to retire the missiles, for example, and keep these
submarines, do they have a significant advantage if they do that?

AMBASSADOR SMITH: I cannot tell you what the factors making
facilities at force planning are. All I can do is explain the provisions
of these treaties. Now, what the Soviets will do with the rights
under this arrangement is something that we can not know,

MR, ZIEGLER: We have time for just one more question. We
are running short of time. Dr, Kissinger had one comment to make.

Q We have had only ten minutes of questions.

MR. ZIEGLER: The entire delegation and Dr. Kisginger will
be available at the preass center later tonight.

DR. KISSINGER: Since I am not quite as constrained or don't
feel as constrained as Ambassador Smith, lest we build up a pro-
found atmosphere of mystery about the submarine issue, I will
straighten it out as best I can.

The base number of Soviet submarines is in dispute. It has
been in dispute in our intelligence estimate exactly how much it is,
though oug intelligence estimates are in the range that was suggested.

Q 41 to 437

DR. KISSINGER: I am not going to go beyond what I have said.
It is in that general range.

The Soviet estimate of their program is slightly more exhaustive,
They, of course, have the advantage that they know what it is
precisely. (Laughter.)
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Now the provisions of the agreement, as I understand it, are
that the Soviet Union can convert land-based migsiles of a category
of which we estimate that they have 210, plus 30-odd missiles on
older nuclear submarines, into submarines or submarine-based
launchers.

This, then, would give them a figure of submarines and Launchers
substantially about the level that is now estimated as being under
conatruction, This level has a upper ceiling.

Now, there are two things to be said: One, they can reach this
level only at the sacrifice of existing weapon systems and, therefore,
it would represent the first reduction of one category of weapons.
Second, in the absence of this agreement, the Soviet Union was
building submarines at the rate of eight or nine a year in any
event, and their decision to build these submarines at that rate
seems to have been fixed for some time.

Therefore, the ceiling on submarines has to be seen in terms
of two factors: Factor one, where would the Soviet Union be without
that ceiling? And without that ceiling the Soviet Union would be
some 50 percent higher over the period of time if it exercised its
full capacity of production. Second, in order to reach that ceiling,
the Soviet Union will have to trade in heavy land-based missiles
and/or submarine-based miassiles of older types. So that in
addition to arresting the momentum of the submarine construction
program, there is also a reduction of weapons that would under
other circumstances not have been reduced.

The next question that can be asked then: Well, perhaps the
best way to deal with this Soviet submarine program would have
been to build more submarines of our own.

I think those of you who followed defense matters know that the
United States has o plan at this moment -- and for that matter had
no plan before this agreement -- to build submarines over the
five~year period of the freeze that this agreement was lasting.

So we have to remember that we were prepared to live with a
condition without an agreement that was significantly worse than

it is with the agreement and; secondly, that the freeze is purchased
by the reduction of several hundred -- if the Soviets exercise all
their rights -- land-based missiles and another category of sea-
based missiles.

more
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This is the context in which the submarine decision has to be
seen,

Q On a point of fact, Henry, didn't the Defense Secretary
announce a program for 10 ULMS or Trident Missiles ?

DR. KISSINGER: None of those will become operational until
after the period of the freeze,

Q Could I make a plea to you and Ron as well? It has taken
30 months to get this treaty. The Senate of the United States wants
to know what is in it, There is an argument about it. We have been
out of our hotel an hour and a half. We get ten minutes of questions
and tomorrow it ig going to be our fault for screwing it up and creat-
ing political trouble. Can somebody else pass up the champagne
and let's keep this going?

MR. ZIEGLER: I suppose you are asking by passing up the
champagne that Henry not go to the signing. That has to be his
decision. Ambassador Smith must go to the signing, I will offer
you this alternative, recognizing the fact that you have been here
an hour and a half, and recognizing the fact that we have to have
the material to put together to provide you which, as Ambassador
Smith said, was put together as quickly as we can. The option
is to have the briefing, as we have scheduled, at the press center
immediately after the signing.

Q You know what kind of a brawl that will be.

MR. ZIEGLER: We would be willing to return here to take
your questions if that is what you would like,

Q Will we have to go through the Russian commentary on
this one.

MR, ZIEGLER: That is exactly the dilemma,

Q I have one question that I know would clear up my confusion
and maybe some others’' confusion, Does the treaty permit the
Soviets to complete their present submarine construction without
penalty?

DR. KISSINGER: Yes.

QQ Will these Tridents replace old Polaris Submarines in that case?

more
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DR. KISSINGER: No ULMS submarines will be operational
until after the freeze is over. There will be provisions in the
Treaty for when an existing weapon has to be scrapped in terms
of the constructions of the follow-on program. If, in the develop-
ment of ULMS such a point should be reached before the end of
the freeze and if the treaty has not been extended by agreement, then
of course those scrapping provisions would go into effect, Otherwise
the ULMS would be a follow-on system to the existing one.

MR. ZIEGLER: Let me offer this proposal to you: The signing
takes place at 11:00 o'clock. At that time the fact that the SALT
agreement is being signed is indeed a fact. There is a briefing
scheduled at about 11:20 at the Press Center, a joint briefing
between the United States and the Soviet Union. That will be short.
We will arrange to make that short. Following that, and giving
those who are on deadline -~ and I don't believe anyone has any
serious problem at that point -- that is the point when we will
return to this location, following the joint briefing which we are
committed to at the international Press Center. So, if that gets
underway at about 11:30, it will be over by about 12:00. We will
return here at about 12:30. We will take your questions. Dr.
Kissinger will be here and we will proceed.,

Q Can't we do it at the hotel?
MR. ZIEGLER: If there is a change, gentlemen, if there is a
change in the location, if we can find a place at the hotel, we will

arrange for it,

THE PRESS: Thank you, gentlemen.

END (AT 10:55 P.M. Moscow Time)
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MAY 26, 1972

Office of the White House Press Secretary
(Moscow, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics)

-------------------------------------------------------------------

THE WHITE HCUSE

FACT SHEET

STRATEGIC ARMS LIMITATION
AGREEMENT

The Current Agreements

The ABM Treaty

Limits each side to one ABM sgite for defense of their national
capital (Moscow and Washington) and one site for each side for
the defense of an ICBM field,

There will be a total of 200 ABM interceptors permitted each
side, 100 at each site.

Radars will be limited to Modern ABM Radar Complexes (called
MARCs) six for each side within a circle of 150 km radius around
the national capitals; (MARCs are a circle of 3 km diameter,

in which radars can be deployed; in practice they can accommodate
about one large radar or a few smaller ones).

For the ICBM defense fields there will be a total of twenty radars
permitted; two of them can be about the size of the two larger
radars deployed at Grand Forks; the other eighteen radars will
be much smaller.

The Soviet ICBM protection site will be at least 1300 km from'
Moscow. Our comparable site will be at Grand Forks, North
Dakota.

Other large non-ABM radars that may be built in the future will
be restricted to space tracking or early warning and limited in
size so as not to create a clandestine ABM potential.

The treaty will be of unlimited duration with withdrawal rights
if supreme interests are jeopardized, and on six months notice.

The Interim Offensive Agreement

Limits ICBMs to those under construction or deployed at the time
of signing the treaty or July 1. (This will mean about 1618 ICBMs
for the USSR and 1054 for us.) The USSR will field about 300 large
S5-9s8, but they will be prohibited from converting other ICBM
silos to accommodate the large $S5-9 types. Other silos can be
modified, but not to a significant degree. Moder nization is
permitted.

Constfuction of submarine launched ballistic missles on all nuclear
submarines will be frozen at current levels. The further construc-
tion of SLBMs on either side, can only be accomplished by dis-
mantling of an equal number of older land based ICBMs or older
submarine launchers,

MORE
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.- The Interim Agreement will run for five years (compared to the
original Soviet proposal of 18 months), and both sides are
committed to negotiating a permanent and more comprehensive
agreement.

- Both sides will abide by the obligations of the agreement once

it is signed, though formal implementation will await ratification
of the ABM treaty.
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May 26, 1972

TREATY
BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
AND
THE UNION OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS
ON THE LIMITATIONS OF ANTI-BALLISTIC MISSILE SYSTEMS

The United States of America and the Union of Saviet Socialist Republics,
hereinafter referred to as the Parties,,

Proceeding from the premise that nuclear war would have devastating con-
sequences for all mankind,

Considering that effective measures to limit anti-ballistic missile systems
would be a substantial factor in curbing the race in stra tegic offensive arms
and would lead to a decrease in the risk of outbreak of war involving nuclear
weapons .

Proceeding from the premise that the limitation of anti-ballistic missile
systems, as well as certain agreed measures with respect to the limitation
of strategic offensive arms, would contribute to the creation of more favor-
able conditions for further negotiations on limiting strategic arms,

Mindful of their obligations under Article VI of the Treaty on the Non-Pro-
liferation of Nuclear Weapons,

Declaring their intention to achieve at the earliest possible date the
cessation of the nuclear arms race and to take effective measures toward
reductions in strategic arms, nuclear disarmament, and general and com«
plete disarmament,

Desiring to contribute to the relaxation of international tension and the
strengthening of trust between States,

Have agreed as foblows:
Article 1
1.  Each Party undertakes to limit anti-ballistic missile (ABM) systems
and to adopt other measures in accordance with the provisions of this
Treaty.
2. Each Party undertakes not to deploy ABM systems for a defense of the
territory of its country and not to provide a base for such a defense, and
not to deploy ABM systems for defense of an individual region except
as provided for in Article III of this Treaty.
Article IT

1. For the purpose of this Treaty an ABM system is a system to counter .
strategic ballistic missiles ortheir elements in flight trajectory,
currently consisting of:

{a) ABM interceptor missiles, which are interceptor missiles
constructed and deployced for an ARM role, or of a type tested in an

ABM mode:

more
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(b) ABM launchers, which are launchers constructed and deployed
for launching ABM interceptor missiles; and

(c) ABM radars, which are radars constructed and deployed for
an ABM role, or of a type tested in an ABM mode.

2, The ABM system components listed in paragraph 1 of this Article
include those which are:

{a) operational;

(b) under construction:

(c) undergoing testing;

(d) undergoing overhaul, repair or converaion; or
(e) mothballed, '

Article IIX

Each Party undertakes not to deploy ABM systems or their compbnents
except that:

(a) within one ABM system deployment area having a radius of one
hundred and fifty kilometers and centered on the Party's national
capital, a Party may deploy: (1) no more than one hundred ABM
launchers and no more than one hundred ABM interceptor missiles
at launch sites, and (2) ABM radars within no more than six ABM
radar complexes, the area of each complex being circular and
having a diameter of no more than three kilometers; and

(b) within one ABM system deployment area having a radius of one hundred
and fifty kilometers and containing ICBM silo launchers, a Party may
deploy: (1) no more than one hundred ABM launchers and no more than

one hundred ABM interceptor missiles at launch sites. (2) two large
phased-array ABM radars comparable in potential to corresponding

ABM radars operational or under construction on the date of signature

of the Treaty in an ABM system deployment area containing ICBM silo
launchers, and (3) no more than eighteen ABM radars each having a
potential less than the potential of the smaller of the above-mentioned

two large phased-array ABM radars.

Article IV

The limitations provided for in Article III shall not apply to ABM systems
or their components used for development or testing, and located within
current or additionally agreed test ranges. Each Party may have no
more than a total of fifteen ABM launchers at test ranges,

Article V

1.  Each Party undertakes not to develop, test, or deploy ABM systems or
components which are sea-based, air-based, space-based, or mobile
land-based,

2. Each Party undertakes not to develop, test, or deploy ABM launchers
for launching more than one ABM interceptor missile at a time from each
launcher, nor to modify deployed launchers to provide them with such a
capability, nor to develop, test, or deploy automatic or semi-automatic or
other similar systems for rapid reload of ABM launchers.

more
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Article VI

To enhance assurance of the effectiveness of the limitations on ABM
systems and their components provided by this Treaty, each Party
undertakes:

(a) not to give missiles, launchers, or radars, other than ABM inter-
ceptor missiles, ABM launchers, or ABM radars, capabilities to
counter strategic ballistic missiles or their elements in flight
trajectory, and not to test them in an ABM mode; and

(b) not to deploy in the future radars for early warning of strategic
ballistic missile attack except at locations along the periphery of its
national territory and oriented outward.

Article V1

Subject to the provisions of this Treaty, modernization and replacement of
ABM systems or their components may be carried out,

Article VIII

ABM systems or their components in excess of the numbers or outside
the areas specified in this Treaty, as well as ABM systems or their
components prohibited by this Treaty, shall be destroyed or dismantled
under agreed procedures within the shortest possible agreed period of
time,

Article IX

To assure the viability and effectiveness of this Treaty, each Party
undertakes not to transfer to other States, and not to deploy outside its
national territory, ABM systems or their components limited by this
Treaty.

Article X

Each Party undertakes not to assume any international obligations which
would conflict with this Treaty.

Article XI

The Parties undertake th continue active negotiations for Umiltations on
strategic offeniaive arms.

Article XII

1. For the purpose of providing assurance of compliance with the
provisions of this Treaty, each Party shall use national technical means
of verification at its disposal in a manner consistent with generally
recognized principles of international law.

2. Each Party undertakes not to interfere with the national technical
means of verification of the other Party operating in accordance with
paragraph 1 of this Article.

3. Each Party undertakes not to use deliberate concealment measures
which impede verification by national technical means of compliance with
the provisions of this Treaty. This obligation shall not require changes
in current construction, as sembly, conversion, or overhaul practices.

more
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Article XIIT

1. To promote the objectives and implementation of the provisions of
this Treaty, the Parties shall establish promptly a2 Standing Consultative
Commission, within the framework of which they will:

(a) consider questions concerning compliance with the obligations
assumed and related situations which may be considered ambiguous;

(b) provide on a voluntary.basis such information as either Party
considers necessary to assure confidence in compliance with the
obligations assumed;

(c) consider questions involving unintended interference with
national technical means of verification;

(d) consider possible changes in the strategic situation which have
a bearing on the provisiona of this Treaty;

(e) agree upon procedures and dates for destruction or dismantling
of ABM systems or their components in cases provided for by the
provisions of this Treaty;

(f) consider, as appropriate, possible propoesals for further
increasing the viability of this Treaty, including proposals for
amendments in accordance with the provisions of this Treaty;

(g) consider, as appropriate, proposals for further measures
aimed at limiting strategic arms.

2. The Parties through consultation shall establish, and may amend as
appropriate, Regulations for the Standing Consultative Commission
governing procedures, composition and other relevant matters.

Article XIV

1. Each Party may propose amendments to this Treaty. Agreed
amendments shall enter into force in accordance with the procedures
governing the entry into force of this Treaty.

2. Five years after entry into force of this Treaty, and at five-year
intervals thereafter, the Parties shall together conduct a review of
this Treaty.

Article XV
1. This Treaty shall be of unlimited duration.

2. [Each Party shall, in exercising its national sovereignty, have the
right to withdraw from this Treaty if it decides that extraordinary events
related to the subject matter of this Treaty have jeopardized its supreme
interests, It shall give notice of its decision to the other Party six
months prior to withdrawal from the Treaty. Such notiee shall include

a statement of the extraordinary events the notifying Party regards as
having jeopardized its supreme interests.

Article XVI
1.  This Treaty shall be subject to ratification in accordance with the
constitutional procedures of each Party. The Treaty shall enter into

force on the day of the exchange of instruments of ratification,

more
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2. This Treaty shall be registered pursuant to Article 102 of the Charter
of the United Nations.

Done at Moscow on May 26, 1972, in two copies, each in the English
and Russian languages, both texts being equally authentic.

FOR THE UNITED STATES OF FOR THE UNION OF SOVIET
AMERICA SOCIALIST REPUBLICS
RICHARD NIXON LEONID I, BREZHNEV
President of the United States General Secretary of the Central
of America Committee of the CPSU
##H##
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May 26, 1972

INTERIM AGREEMENT
BETWEEN THE UNION OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS
AND
THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
ON CERTAIN MEASURES WITH RESPECT TO THE
LIMITATION OF STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE ARMS

The Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United States of America
hereinafter referred to as the Parties,

Convinced that the Treaty on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile
Systems and this Interim Agreement on Certain Measures with Respect

to the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms will contribute to the creation
of more favorable conditions for active negotiations on limiting strategic
arms as well as to the relaxation of international tension and the strengthen-
ing of trust between States,

Taking into account the relationship between strategic offensive and defen-
sive arms,

Mindful of their obligations under Article VI of the Treaty on the Non-
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons,

Have agreed as follows:
Article 1

The Parties undertake not to start construction of additional fixed land -based
intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) launchers after July 1, 1972,

Article 11

The Parties undertake not to convert land-based launchers for light ICBMs,
or for ICBMs of older types deployed prior to 1964, into land-based launchers
for heavy ICBMs of types deployed after that time.

Article 111

The Parties undertake to limit submarine-launched ballistic missile (SLBM)
launchers and modern ballistic missile submarines to the numbers opera-
tional and under construction on the date of signature of this Interim
Agreement, and in addition lJaunchers and submarines constructed under
procedures established by the Parties as replacements for an equal number
of ICBM launchers of older types deployed prior to 1964 or for launchers

on older submarines.

Article IV
Subject to the provisions of this Interim Agreement, modernization and
replacement of strategic offensive ballistic missiles and launchers covered

by this Interim Agreement may be undertaken.

motre
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Article V

1. For the purpose of providing assurance of compliance with the provisions
of this Interim Agreement, each Party shall use national technical means of
verification at its disposal in a manner consistent with generally recognized
principles of international law.

2. Each Party undertakes not to interfere with the national technical means
of verification of the other Party operating in accordance with paragraph 1
of this Article.

3. Each Party undertakes not to use deliberate concealment measures which
impede verification by national technical means of compliance with the pro-
visions of this Interim Agreement. This obligation shall not require changes
in current construction, assembly, conversion, or overhaul practices.

Article VI

To promote the objectives and implementation of the provisions of this
Interim Agreement, the Parties shall use the Standing Consultative Commis -
sion established under Article XIII of the Treaty on the Limitation of Anti-
Ballistic Missile Systems in accordance with the provisions of that Article.

Article VII

The Parties undertake to continue active negotiations for limitations on
strategic offensive arms. The obligations provided for in this Interim
Agreement shall not prejudice the scope or terms of the limitations on
strategic offensive arms which may be worked out in the course of further
negotiations.

Article VIII

1. This Interim Agreement shall enter into force upon exchange of written
notices of acceptance by each Party, which exchange shall take place simul-
taneously with the exchange of instruments of ratification of the Treaty on
the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems,

2. This Interim Agreement shall remain in force for a period of five years
unless replaced earlier by an agreement on more complete measures limiting
strategic offensive arms. It is the objective of the Parties to conduct active
follow-on negotiations with the aim of concluding such an agreement as soon
as possible.

3. Each Party shall, in exercising its national sovereignty, have the right to
withdraw from this Interim Agreement if it decides that extraordinary events
related. to the subject matter of this Interim Agreement have jeopardized its
supreme interests. It shall give notice of its decision to the other Party six
months prior to withdrawal from this Interim Agreement. Such notice shall
include a statement of the extraordinary events the notifying Party regards as
having jeopardized its supreme interests.

Done at Moscow on May 26, 1972, in two copies, each in the Russian and
English languages, both texts being equally authentic.

FOR THE UNION OF SOVIET FOR THE UNITED STATES
SOCIALIST REPUBLICS OF AMERICA
g ' B ST 3
LEZONID.I. BREZHNEV — RICHARD NIXON
General Secretary of the Central The President of the United States

Committee of the CPSU

####
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May 26, 1972
PROTOCOL,

TO THE INTERIM AGREEMENT BETWEEN
THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA AND THE UNION OF SOVIET
SOCIALIST REPUBLICS ON CERTAIN MEASURES WITH RESPECT -
TO THE LIMITATION OF STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE ARMS

The United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
hereinafter referred to as the Parties,

2

Having agreed on certain limitations relating to submarine-launched
ballistic missile launchers and modern ballistic missile submarines,
and to replacement procedures, in the Interim Agreement,

Have agreed as follows:

The Parties understand that, under Article IlI of the Interim Agreement,
for the period during which that Agreement remains in force:

The US may have no more than 710 ballistic missile launchers on sub-
marines (SLBMs) and no more than 44 modern ballistic missile submarines.
The Soviet Union may have no more than 950 ballistic missile launchers

on submarines and no more than 62 modern ballistic missile submarines.

Additional ballistic missile launchers on submarines up to the above-
mentioned levels, in the U. S, - over 656 ballistic missile launchers on
nuclear-powered submarines, and in the U. S.5.R. - over 740 ballistic
missile launchers on nuclear -powered submarines, operational and
under construction, .may become operational as replacements for equal
numbers of ballistic missile launchers of older types deployed prior to
1964 or of ballistic missile launchers on older submarines.

The deployment of modern SLBMs on any submarine, regardless of type,

will be counted against the total level of SLEMs permitted for the U. S.
and the U, S, 5. R,

This Protocol shall be considered an integral part of the Interim Agreement.

FOR THE UNITED STATES FOR THE UNION OF SOVIET

OF AMERICA SOCIALIST REPUBLICS
RICHARD NIXON LEONID I. BREZHNEV

The President of the United The General Secretary of the

States of America Central Committee of the CPSU
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THE STRATEGIC ARMS LIMITATION AGREEMENTS AND

NATIONAL SECURITY

Introduction and Summéry

The President signed (in Moscow) historic documents -- (1) a Treaty
limiting ABM systems ; and (2) an interim agreement limiting the number

-

of strategic ballistic missile launchers for five years,

'I‘heée agfeements are .tangible evidence that both sides are prepared
to move toward an era of negotiation_s.

They are based on a real.listit:.:. assessment of the strategic situation:

-- The total number of delivery systems -- missiles and bombers --

-

is roughly equal. -~ | 2

-~ The Soviets however, had been moving forward rapidly' with =

new ICBMs and submarine launched ballistic missiles at a rate of 250 a

”

year for the last five yedrs. - .
-- We have offensive systems in development with which eventually
we could counter this Soviet mornentum, but we had planned no deployment

for the five years of the freeze.

*

. . : -
~- The Soviets have a vigorous ABM development program suggesting

»

-~

further deployment was in the offing.
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Despite th;.-se considerations, our strategic posture is sound beéauSe

of our lead in MIRV and weapons téchnology and our wide range of

retaliatory forces (bombers, | lapd and sea based missiles). But; the

rapid growfh in numbers of launchers for Soviet éystems cqupled with

improved Soviet techno‘I-o'gy- could threaten in time to undercut our deterrent.

Because of our technological é.dx}antages, adding more missiles appears to

be the route the Soviets could most easily take t6 match or surpass the

rl

capability of our forces.

We can, of course,‘ ma.inta_ip a strong strategic posture without
SALT agreements; however, this could face the na:tiox; with the prospect
of a sharp upturn in strategic cbmpeﬁtion and highténing of tensions with
the USSR. SALT presented an opportunity to maintain a sound strategic
posture, and to achieve a more stable 's'tra.tegac' r;a]:a.tionship with the USSR.

The agreements. reached a_tc:hievre this objective,

-~ The ABM Treaty prohibits widespread ABI\;I degenses that
might be a temptation to a first-strike strategy, '.ifft:he attacker believed
this could be protected from our retaliatory forc.:esf_.

~n Thé Offensivcre Agreement freezes for five years the number
of strategic ballistic rniésile launchers, thus brakes the inoméntum of the
two major Soviet offensive deployment programs,

We have accepted limits bn‘depl'oying the full 12-site Safeguard
‘system, By using our bargaining leverage carefully, we have n;)t only
blocked a heavy Soviet ABM defense, Wc; have‘ c':urbéd the fnost dynamic
Soviet offensive deployment as wéli, Howéver, Ithe. agreements permit

the U.S. to continue those on-going offensive programs which will ensure

the future effectiveness of our retaliatory deterrent.
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Thus, the ABM Treaty and the Offensive Agreement contribute to
maintaining a stable strategic balance and thereby reduce the likelihood of
nuclear war. This is in the interests of all countries.

The ABM Treaty will be submitted to the Senate for its advise and

e i e

~ donsent, The Interim Agreement on Offensive Weapons will be submitted

to both Houses for approval by joint resolution.

The two agreements are an important beginning but there are still
elements in Soviet strategic forces that could eventually threaten our
security. The agreements provide a degree of confidence for further

negotiations to bring these elements under control. The negotiations

will resume at an early date. , - .

ABM TREATY

Background

ABM defenses of cities'-can reduce an Oppoqént's‘ retaliatory
capabilities, If this réduction is great enough, he would have to deploy
more offeﬁsive retaliatory capabilities to offset the épposing ABM defense,
Such interacﬁqn can bé a produce highly destabilizing and potentially
dangerous situation. |

We were uncertain about Soviet ABM deploymentsplans. They ha.d
an ABM system around Moscow and an aggressive ABM research and

development program. In view of Soviet interests in strategic defense --




No Objection To Declassification in Full 2012/02/13 : LOC-HAK-228-3-2-3
- “+ .

as expfessed by Kosygin at the Blaé sboro Summit and as evidenced by

| their extensive air defense system, we were concerned that the Soviets
might deploy a comparable ABM defeﬁse for major Soviet cities. ‘Suc':‘h
a defense would have serioﬁs}.y jeopardized U, S. retaliatory capabilities,
and totally nullified the small.Briﬁsh and French forces.

The U, S. Safeguard program was aimed at defeﬁse of a portion of the
Minuteman ICBM force, defensé of strategic borhbérs, defense of our
command center. in Wa;.shington and later a thin defense against a small attack.
In his annual reviews of this program, .the President made clear that
the extent of U, S, ABM deployment would depend on progress in |

constraining Soviet strategic offensive capabilities through SALT.

Early m SALT To_qth sides ;greed that nafipx’l .\vlride‘.ABMs ‘should be
banned. However, we believed the precise lévéls and nature permitted
ABM systems could not be resolved in isolation from c;ffen;ive iimitations. ‘
If offensive limits were quite comprehensive, wé 5{10}11& be prepéred to ban
ABMs; if not, we wanted some protection of ouz: ICBMs and the option to
protect Washington. When the USSR finally acceﬁts a f'reeze on the overall
number of their strategic offen.%i_ve missile la.{mchers, we wiﬁ be willing
to work out an equal arrangement on ABM that takes both sides' objectives
into account,

The Main Provisions of the ABM Treaty

The ABM Treaty limits each side to:

g v WA LT
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~= A defense of its national capital, with 100 ABM interlce‘ptors.
-- A defense of a location cont;a.ining ICBMs, with 100 ABM
intgrcepto:s. It was agreed that these ICBM defenses will be located at .‘
least 1300 kilometers from the res;vae.ctive national capitals thus preveﬁting
territorial defensé.
The ABM Treaty contains additions_tl provisions to prohibit
~ acquisition of a suitable radar base for an extensive defense of cities
aﬁd acéuisition of ABM‘capabilities by iﬁdirect means, e.g,, by converting
air defense mis.siles to ABMs.
The ABM provisions limit defenses of industry and population to very
low levels by:
- Limitinév interceptors to fe—l'ativelx, ;n';all ﬁumbers ;
-- Limifing the radar base for the national capital aefense to a
relatively low numbe:_"‘ of modern ABM radar complexe;;
-~ In the case of defense of ICBMs, loca-tiﬁg! the defenses in
relativ;ely unpopulated areas; |
-~ Banning the c:.onversi_on of non-ABM compon'ents to ABM
use and ba.mlin_g deployﬁent of very large rophisticated non-ABM radars
which could providé the radar base for an extensigre ABM defense of cities,
The ABM Treaty, by limiting ABM defenses of industry population, will
make a major contribui;ion to assuring the deterrent capabilities of the strategic
offensive forces of the two 'sidels, thus redu_cing' substantiélly incentives for

further offensive deployments.

TP e 13
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U, 5. Interests

The ‘Tr‘e‘aty will.havé the following effec:ts of major impact which \&ill
~enhance U.S. security: |
-- The Treaty"lp’rohibits extensive ABM defenses of Soviet cifies.
This provides added assurance that our retaliatory forces will be able to
penetrate to their targets now and in the futu'ré,fiiu‘s:'e;iﬁﬁ‘ncing the U, S,
_dei:.érrent posture, ]
-~ The Treaty permits.a light defense éf Washington, D. C,
and the surrounding area in which are; located critical elements of our

national command and control systems. Such a defense can protect Washing-

_ton and a large portion of the eastern U.S, against accidental‘,. unauthorized

-
- C .
-

or small attacks. . s’
-= The Treaty permits a defense of some ICBMs and an adequate
radar base as a hedge’ for thickening of iCB M'defense in case the agreement
breaks down, thus providing insurance for our deterrent against the
_possi_b_il_ity of threatening Soviet strategic offensive developments.
 -- This combination of defenses will give us a protected warning,

assessment, and command and control capability which will allow the

President to make considered and controlled responses to less than all-

. out nuclear attacks.

b A Y o 10 iy
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Effects of the ABM Treaty on Safeg}xg,rd-

| Safeguard was ihfehded to defend some of our ICBMs, to provide
added assurance that our bombers coﬁ‘ld survive a s_urprisa étta.ck, to
defend our national ca.p‘ital_,a.nd té defend the U, S.. against a light attack

such as the Peoples Republic of China (PRC) could mount in the 1980s.

The ABM Treaty permits part of the ICBM defénse aldﬁg with develop-
ment of a base for a more effeétive defense for ICBMs--~Site Defense--a
system the deveIOpm;a-nt of whic.h has already be'en. starfed as a hedge

. against .threa.ts to Minuteman survivalbility. |
| Bomber survivability depends primarily on launching the bombefs,

which can be recalled, in response to tactical warning of ballistic missile

- P . -

attack. Improvements in our warning systems, rebasing of our bombers,
and improvements in bomber reaction time give us confidence in bomber

survivability.

Fffects of the ABM Treati on Safeguara
Safeguard was iﬁtended to defend some of our ICBMs, to provide
added assurancé that;our bombers could survive a surprise attack, to
defend our na.tiénal c':fs.pital, and to defend the U.S.. against a light attaék.
The ABM Treaty permi;s par-t of the ICBM defense including the option
of a sufficient radar base for a more effective defense for ICBMs (_ - - Site
Defense -- a system under development) if we later conclude that is ‘necessary.

Bomber survivability depends primarily on launching the bombers,

T
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which can be recalled, in response to tactical ﬁarniﬁg of ba.llistic missile
attack, ‘Irn.provements in our warning systems, rebasing of our bombers,
and improvement.s in bomber r‘e'a.ctiox.x time give us confidence in bomber
gurvivabil_ity. o ' | | o
Defense of our national cornmand. authority, ‘Wa.shi'ngtc'm, D.C.,

planned under Safegua.id is permitted under the ABM Treaty.

 In short, the Administration decided tha.t,- on;ba.lance, our net security
interests would be advanced by agreeing not to proceed with Safeguard

" in return for corresponding limits on Soviet ABMs and clear limits on

Soviet strategic offensive forces.
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THE INTERIM OFFENSIVE AGREEMENT

Background

Our policy of strategic sufficiency means ’the maintenance of forces
adequate to deter an attack on or coercion of the United States and its
‘allies. The :‘e‘lationship be-tw‘een U. S. and USSR strategic forces must
be such that our ability and resolve to pr otect. 'ou'r x}ital security interests
will not be underestimated. Tﬁe strategic capaﬂ‘ai,lities of both sides have
become s0 large and diversified that our prograﬁé need not be driven by
fear of minor numerical imbalances. However, fhe Soviet Union ca.n.not_
be permitted to establish a significant advantagé in the overall numbers

and effectiveness of strategic offensive forces,

- - -

The current U; S. levels of offensive missiles were reached by 1967.

During the early 1960s, the United States decided to stop the deployment

of strategic offensive forces at those levels and turned to further survivability

improvements within thes;e levels thrdugh such programs as Multiple
independently Retargetable Re-entry Vehicles (MIRVs) (which increase
the effectiveness of sqrviving forces), silo hardening; bomber dispersal
and improvements in' command and control survivability. This Admin-
istration inifiated tw;:> programs ;or modernizing our forces and which
would be effective against ver'y ;;a.dvanced Soviet threats -- the B-i manned

bomber and the Trident SLBM system.,

Soviet deployment of strategic offensive .forces lagged significantly

yrore
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behind that of the United States until the late 19605, when their deployment

- of ICBMs accelerated a,nd’their deployment of SLBMs in Y-class nuclear-
powered su‘bmarine# (simila;:' to our Polaris submé.rines) took a similar
sharp turn upward. By'- 1970, they were deploying ICBMs at the rate of
é.bout 250 per year and SLBMs at the ‘rate of about eight submarﬁaes (128 ‘.
launchers) per year.

Of particular concern wa.s. the Soviet deployment ‘of the 55-9 missile
with its large payload‘with a potential to destroy Minuteman silos. We
were uncertain about Soviet plans for -SS -9 forc;a levels, accuracy, and
MIRVs, but the Soviet fechnica.l potential for increased threats to Minuteman
survivability was evident. Cons.equently, the United States initiated pro-
grams to protect I:/Iinuteman silos and set as,v;. prinéipal SALT objective
curbing the threat posed by a continued increé;ée in the number of modern
heavy ICBMs like the SS~9,

Moreover, the momex’itum of Soviet mis silé cieployrnents was such
that fhey could have 90% more strategic mis si'le launchers than tﬁe U. S.
by 1977. Thus, halting the momentum of this deploy'r;lént was an important

U.S. SALT objective.

Provisions of the Interim Offensive Agreement

The Interim Offensive Agreement on strategic offensive forces

provides the following:

-- The total number of strategic offensive missile launchers frozen
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ai:proximately at levels currently operational and under construction.

-- Fixed ICBM launchers (both hardened silos and soft launch pads)
. are limited to those operational and uhder construction as of July 1, 1972,

.- Heavy. ICBM launchers are limited to those operational and
under construction as of July 1, 1972, Replacement of light missiles with
heavy missiles is prohibited, as is reblacem_ent of old (pre~1964) heavy
missiles with modern heavy missiles. Moderhiza.tion and replacement is
allowed, but there caxi be no significant inérease- in the dimenéions of ICBM
silos which means no increase beyond 10-15%,

-~ Modern SLLBM launchers or any SLBM launchers on nuclear
submarines are limited to those operational and under construction as of
May 26, 1972, except that the agreement all?{vv?'either side the freedom
to chaﬁge the mix of SLBMs and ICBMs: to bluild‘ additional launchers for
SLBMs if they tear down an equal ﬁumber of SLBM launchers on old nuclear-
submarines and old .heavy _iCBM launcher.s.‘ However, there is a ceiling
on this freedom to mix. '];‘he Soviets can only have )950 SL.BM launchers
and 62 modern submarines; the U.S, 710 SLBM lé.unchers and 44 sub-
marines. If the Soviets place modern SLBMs on their old déisel submarines
this must count a.ga.i;wt ;:heirj tolta.l' of 950".

-~ The duration of the intérim offensive agreement is five years.

-- Bombers are not limited.

-~ Neither side has deployed mobile ICBMS. During the negotia-

tions the U,S. made clear that it would consider &leploy-ment of such
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- gystems during the freeze to be inconsistent with the purpose of the
agreement, There are no indications that the Soviets plan such deploy-
ments.

U.S. Interests

The agreement will frezze the total number of Soviet and U.S. strateg'ié
missile launchers at approximate .preéent levels for five years, This
a.chievés one of our prime objéctives'in SALT -- braking the momentum
of the Soviet offensive missi.le‘ launchers ‘program, especially by stopping
the number of modern large missiles 'such.as the SS-9 at about 300, |

The freeze will not affect U.S. planned programs. We did not pian
to deploy additional launchers in the next five years. Under the agreement,
the Minuteman II_I';?.pd Poseidon MIRV 'progrz}.ﬁl‘s‘ can continue. Develop-
ment §f the Trident SLBM system can continue both because its purpose
is replacement and in any event b_ecause' operati_ona.l ;ieplg)ylnent of this
system would not occur within the five year durafion of the Interim Offen-
sive Agreement. |

Thus, the agreement does not limit us from confinuing current and
on-going offensive prégrams, but it stofs the Soviefs from increasing the
numerical gap in rni'ssirle launchers. In number of warheads, the U. S.
will continue its wide lead. -

The Soviets have been deploying new ballistic missile launching

submarines at a rapid rate. They now have operational and under



No Objection To Declassification in Full 2012/02/13 : LOC-HAK-228-3-2-3

construction about as many Y-class submarines as we have Polaris and
Poseidon submarines. Without some limit, they could have 80 Y-class

submarines =-=- or more -~ in five years.

--If theSovieisdeplpy new SLBMs up to the limit under the
agreement, they will have fo retire at least 240 missile -la..unchers -- at
least 30 of which could be on nuclear subs.

- In any case, the Soviets will be limited to a maximum of 62
modern SLBM submarines and 950 SLBM launchers.

Thus, one key aspect of the interim offensive agreement is to make

the Soviets choose between (1) destroying most if not all of their 200 old
large SS-7 and SS-8 missile launchers; and (2) foregoing deployment of

- ;o
an equal number of SLBM launchers. '

We could also build additioné.l submarines. -

-- Under the agrgementé, we could, if we choose, retire our
54 Titan missiles and deploy an equal number.'of Poseidon launchers in
new submarines, resulting in a larger net increase in warheads than the
Soviets could achieve; byldeplo-ying 20 more of their current Y-class sub-
marines and their SLBMs. | .

- Qur Trident SLBM program is still in early development. We
will be in position to go forward rapidly with Trident deployment in five

r

years if we need to.

i Y g g e AR R
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In achieving the Interim Offensive Agreement we have not diminished .
our nuclear support which is essential to the defense of our allies in
Europe and Asia despite strong Soviet efforts %o reduce our forward based

nuclear aircraft as the price for limits on strategic offensive systems.

Verification

Early in SALT, the Soviet Union made clear that it wouldl not agree
to on-site inspection for verifliéation of a stra.teéi'c arms a.greement.‘

This objection to on-site inspection, of course, limited the range of
verifiable possibilities for these ‘a.gre‘ements. -This was one reason it was
not possible to negotiate a ban on MIRV as an initial step in SALT.

Thé ABM Treaty and the Interim Offensive Agreement were tailored
to be verifiable b;r, national means. .'V\'fe have 'a, ;:vidé- variety of sophisticated |
and effective technical sensors. Our means are fully capable of verifying
the agreements. Theﬁ agreements make g-lear that m;ither side will
interfere with these mear:fs nor take deliberate cén_pealment measures.
These technical means will enable us to ra.picily_detect violations and the
hedges on our strategic programs enable us to take ti1e necessary counter
actions to protect our s:ecurity in the event of a violation.

#

Duration and Withdrawal

The ABM Treaty is of unlimited duration; it contains a clause
which permits either party to withdraw if its supreme interests are,

in its view, jeopardized. Thus, for example, if unforeseen developments

A e T T A R L A
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threaten the suffiéiency of U.S, retaliatory forces, the U.S. could with-
draw from the Treaty.

The Interim Agreement, is of limited dura.tion‘-- five years. This
permits_ ample time for negotiating a more domplete follow-on SALT
Agreement. Both sideé are cpmmitted by the ABM Treaty to such négo-
tiations, | | |

Strategic Bomnbers

-

Strategic bombers were not included in the agreement. We have about
450 B-52 bombers compared to the Soviets' approximately 140 heavy
bombers. About 280 of our B-52s will be equipped to carry up to 20 sté.nd-off
missiles (SRAM). This will gré-atly multiply the striking forces of our

bomber component. We believe that the U.S.'Will- retain a sizeable ad-
.- VAR i
vantage in bombers, '

A Net Assessment ) o ’ . ) .

The agreements make an important contribution to slowing the

strategic arms race. This is in the interest of both sides.
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The chart shows that the SALT agreements make a major
contribution in protecting our security and in moderating many of
the dangers we v..vould‘ otherwise face over the next several years.
Spécifically, without these agreements the Séviets could have about 33OQ
strategic offensive missile 1a'un'chers”‘ by 1977. We plan to have no additional
missile launchers operational by that time. 'Thﬁs,- fhe (iis;)‘arity'in launa=
chets would grow even larger without the SALT Agreements.

However, we estimﬁte that we will ma.intaiﬂ our currenf'substantial' .
lead in strategic warheads for at least the next five years, This lead_
might even be increased. Since the number of térgets we can attack

is directly related to the number of warheads in our forces, warheads

-
- c - .

are a better measure of relative strategic st,réngth.than launchers. Thus,
we have, and plan to maintain, a clear sufficiency in our strategic posture

-~ MIRV, force efficiency and system quality. -

-

IR -

It is also important to recognize that the effectiveness of our force

-

in its retaliatory role is fully maintained, The confidence we have in our

Y

deterrent will be ehhang:éd by prohibiting wide spread ABM which would

r

undermine our retaliatory capability, The damage we can inflict in retalia-

-

tion will be undiminished under the SALT agreement. This is the key-

--éEQ'ﬁé-_bf_ our deterrent capability.

e e )
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The differences between ABM interceptor levels projected without =~

SALT and levels limited by SALT illustrate one dimension of the
extent to which the ABM treaty will contribute -to stabilization of the
strategic arms race. A L:-'.econd‘importa,nt‘dimension, not illustrated,
is the extent to which the ABM tJ.:'eaty will reduce unéertainfy about

future ABM levels, thus decreasing the need_forlextensive hedges against

-

high ABM interceptor levels,
The chart also shows that some competition can continue -- particularly

in qualitiative improvements which are reflected in the number of independent

warheads. Even these developments are constrained on the Soviet side by

limiting the number of strategic missile launchers, and in particular

I
- -

limiting the number of launchers for modery he avy missiles. In the

absence of the Interim Agreement the USSR could conceivably overtake us

-

in independent missile warheads without compensating U.S. actions. With

this Agreement we are confident we shall retain our lead.

In time, however, qualitative developments could adversely affect the

-

strategic balance by threatening the survivability of hnd based ICBMs

During the negotiations we repeatedly made clear our concern over the

possibility of threats to the ‘survivability of our Minuteman ICBMs. The

Soviets are aware that an effort by them to develop and deploy such capabil-

ities could undermine the basis of agreement. There are several options

we have to maintain the viability of our erceJ in aﬁy event,. This could range
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from increasing force loadings and alert rates on operational forces to

- withdrawal from thg agreements and the deployment of additioné.l offensive
and defensive forces. l]_in-order to avoid the possibility of such developments
both sides will have incentives to find ways in the follow-on negotiations to

control this potential area of competition. | _

Yet if in addition to qualitative deve lopments, Soviet deployments of
additional missiie launchers also continued and their ABM pr.ogram went
forward as well, the étrategic balance could require early compensating
U.S. action. This is why the SALT agreements are in our interest.

-- We have constraine d. the cycle of action and reaction and
enhanced the stabi}ity of the strategic .balance:

-- We have curbed the momentum 6{ éﬁe' S;viet build-up.

-- We have even greater 'confid_ence fhai: our. offensive weé.pons
can penetrate to Soviet targets since a nationwi&ez Soviet ABM is
prohibited. ’ . ,‘ ’

-- We have- bought time and created a good basis for further nego-~

tiations. -

-- We avoid the need for major new programs yet we can continue
with the prudént measures to protect our position five years from now:

(1) The Trident su'.bma_rir}e will be ready for deployment";""i

(2) The C-4 SLBM will be available

(3) Site Defense ABM development can be completed’

(4) B-1 develbpment will be complete .

ter e . e oo b i i = e B Y U P 8
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Thué, we have the programs needed to encourage the Soviets to.

live up to the agreement and negotiate seriously for more comprehensive

follow-on SALT agreements, and to protect our semﬁxrity if they do not.
We enter these a.gr’-eéments witﬁ confidence, |
-- That our security will‘be enhanced;
-- That we can verify the agree‘ment_s;;
-- That we have curbed the strategic arms race and built a |
framework that can a.-'i_d further agreement not ohly on strategic arms,

on other outg_t_;ﬁpg_‘::pg_is_sges affecting world peace.

but

e R Y



Question:

Answer:
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Doesn't the permitted 15% increase in silo size permit the

the Soviets to put in an even larger SS-9-type missile, threatening

the survivability of our land-based forces?

It does, but it is questionable how much of an added threat

over the already potent throweight and MIRV capability of the
existing $5-9 this would represent. That threat exists now

and that is precisely why we have to go forward with our own
permitted strategic programs while at the same time attempting

in SALT II to contain or reduce this threat.

But there is also a technical point. It is not a foregone con-
clusion that the permitted silo size increase would be used
for a larger missile, It could well be used for purposes

of hardening. That, incidentally, is equally permissible

for us.
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Question: It is now clear that the Soviets refused to define a '"heavy"
missile. Doesn't this undermine the agreement not to convert
light into heavy missiles? Aren't we in a position where, while
we have made a unilateral statement, we may not have totally
conclusive intelligence and therefore would find it very difficult

to invoke the supreme national interest clause?

Answer: First, there is the important restriction on silo enlargement.
That, in our judgment, makes it physically impossible to change

an SS-11 or SS-13 silo into an S$-9-type silo.

Second, if despite this physical obstacle the Soviets should
somehow contrive a way to circumvent the agreement it would
clearly be a violation, Now, our intelligence would before long
disclose this -- that is, if missiles we define as heavy (''greater
than the largest light missile!’) were to appear in light-missile
silos. The Soviets would have to assume that we would soon
discover what they were up to. So they would have to make the
calculated decision that for the marginal advantage they could
obtain from ch=ating in this fashion they should jeopardize the
whole agreement if not indeed the whole relationship that has

been evolving between us,

Finally, any such deployment even if somehow begun clandestinely,

cannot be completed overnight. We would have warning, and
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above all, if Administration budget requests for strategic
forces are approved we would have significant hedges
against such a Soviet course, (R&D on hard site defense,

MM hardening, Trident.)



Question:

Answer:
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Basically, doesn't SALT simply stop programs that each side

was ready to stop anyway and will its effect not simply be to

divert energies into a technological arms race? In fact, hadn't

the Russians stopped new ICBM deployments for over a year so

that we really gained nothing?

This has to be answered in several parts.

As regards ABMs, we were prepared to stop Safeguard which
we had planned to build, We did this in the expectation that in
the next five years there will be a comprehensive offensive
agreement; failing that, as you know, we would consider our
national interests in jeopardy which in turn would be a basis

for withdrawing from the ABM agreement.

We do not know what plans the Soviets had for ABM expansion;
we do know they have an active R&D program and one would have
to assume that the ABM treaty does inhibit whatever deployment

plans were associated with this program.

Onthe offensive side, it is quite correct that we had no building
programs applicable to the next five years. On the Soviet side,
ICBM deployments did in fact level off and stop over the past

vear but we cannot know whether this was a final decision. Now

of course deployments have to stop for the next five years.
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But on SLBMs, the evidence was substantial that the Soviets

were maintaining momenturn, including the fact that they were
putting in new building ways, We cannot of course tell for certain
how many more boats the Soviets wanted to add -- or what
proportion of the new construction capacity was to be used for
modernization. But there nmow clearly is an upper limit which

is well below their capabilities for the next five years. And

to reach that limit the Soviets have to retire older SLBMs and
ICBMs. We do not know whethe r they always intended such
retirement, (Those who worry about the Soviet ICBM !''superiority”
of 1618 to 1054, incidentally, always count the SS-7s and SS-8s
and the megatonnage they carry. It is not entirely intellectually
consgistent to assert now that these missiles have to be retired,

that they are old and useless.)

So the first part of the answer is that on the offensive side we
did indeed stop nothing we had not already stoppped; but on
the Soviet side, whatever the plans, there are now clear

limitations.

Does this increase the technological arms race? Part of the answer
to this is that in any limited agreement between adversaries

there is bound to be continuing competition in the areas that
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are not constrained. On the other hand, it cannot be argued

that this agreement creates new incentives or impetus for

such competition. It is already well underway, though we would
expect with some restraint on both sides and with a serious

effort in SALT II to achieve agreed restraints., What SALT I

does is at least to restrain one important component of competition

-- the continuing accumulation of gross numbers of weapons.

Let me make one fundamental point. When two essentially equal
powers negotiate, neither one is going to be forced to stop actions
it is not prepared to stop, What happens is that there is a bargain
in which each side calculates its interests and judges what
restraints are worth accepting in return for desired restraints

on the other side. And this process can -- and I believe in this

case did -- involve restraints not previously planned unilaterally,
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Question: After the May 20 agreement, it is reported that the US

proposed that the ABM treaty be set at 4 Safeguard sites

for ICBM defense for the US. How and why did we finally
settle for only 1 Safeguard ICBM site, plus Washinéton?
Answer: At that time, in the summer of 1971, we were still not
clear about the scope of the offensive agreement, and
whether, in fact, Soviet ICBM deployments could be frozen.

They had just begun new construction of some new ICBMs

including some S5-9s. So our ABM position stressed

protection of Minuteman.

Now it turned out that the Soviet program of ICBM did

not develop further in 1971 -~ perhaps because of our high
level statements of concern -- and we had some hopes that
to

our proposalf/include SLBMs in the agreement could be

negotiated., We shifted to a freeze concept for all systems

including ABMg -- that ig freezing the two ABM gites we had

under active construction at Grand Forks and Malmstrom.

The latter one, however, had only just begun because of a
long labor strike, and at that point our Defense experts argued
that protecting Washington from light attacks or accidents

was more advantageous than completing Malmstrom,



Question:

Answer:
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When you counter the argument that we have been frozen
into inferiority you argue that when all our deliverable
weapons are counted there is no inferiority, In this

calculation you include our forward-based systems. But

doesn't this set us up for a Soviet demand to include these
systems in SALT II or, alternatively, to permit them
"compensation' in SALT II?

First, the case against the claim that we have been
frozen into inferiority rests on more than you have stated.
It involves our advantage for several years to come in
deliverable warheads on our ICBMs and SLBMs. It also
involves, importantly, our present and planned strategic
bomber forces. Our forward-based systems weigh con-
siderably less heavily than either of these elements of our
stragetic capabilities,

Second, there has never been any question that the
Soviets would re-raise the FBS question in SALT II, We
cannot stop them from doing so; so nothing we can say ''sets
us up' for such a Soviet demand. This is a question that
will obviously have to be reviewed in connection with SAIT II
and on which we will have to consult our allies very fully,
since the FBS are part of the theater forces we maintain

jointly with them.
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None of the texts actually says what the level of Soviet

ICBMs is., What if we suddenly find they have 100 more
than the 1618 we think they have; or if they claim they have
100 more? Why didn't we insist on putting in the figure?
Why didn't we make a unilateral statement?

This is not a serious issue. Our intelligence is very
good on the question of numbers, The Soviets are quite
clear what number we use as the freeze level. Moreover,
the Soviet Government has already issued a formal state-
ment that the freeze will be implemented from the date of
signature (in accordance with common understanding
F-~ Standstill),

Now if it does turn out that we were wrong or have been
misled it would raise a question about the viability of the
agreement, But it seems at least somewhat farfetched that
the Soviets would want to jeopardize an agreement so recently
reached by whatever marginal advantage they miéht obtain
from what could only be a small excess over the 1618 ICBMs
which we consider to be operational and under construction
in the USSR.

As regards the inclusion of the figure in the agreement
we found that throughout the entire negotiation the Soviets

were reluctant to mention their current force levels -- the
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only numbers they were prepared to mention were eventual
ceilings for submarines and SLBMs and an SLLBM figure
beyond which replacement will have to begin. But we made
the judgment that since the ICBM figure was not in dispute
nothing significant would be lost by not mentioning it,

Let me emphasize again: this is not a question of blind
trust; we are dealing here with an area where we have high
confidence in our information and where there can be no

doubt in the Soviet mind what figure we are using.
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Question: The Administration justifies the SLBM ceiling by pointing
out that older ICBMs must be retired for the Soviets to

reach the ceiling. Wouldn't these older ICBMs be retired

in any case by 1977? That is what intelligence projections

have shown.

Angwer: The intelligence projections have been showing the
retirement of these older missiles for several years, but
the Soviets apparently don't agree since they keep them in
active service,

What they would do without a SALT agreement, I do not

know. Perhaps they would modernize them -- some 60 are

in silos.

But with SALT we now have a guarantee that they will be

retired if the Soviets want to build up their SLBMs. In
short, we were aiming for an aggregate of land and sea

based missiles, and that is what we have.



Question:

Answer:
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Is it true that we turned down a Soviet offer of a complete ban

on ABMs, after proposing it ourselves? Would a complete ban
be more valuable than deploying AMB sites that most people

consgider of little value?

It must be clearly remembered that our proposal for a complete

ban, made early in the SALT negotiations, was part of a very

comprehensive package. There were strict controls on air

defense missiles, a ban on MIRVs, equal aggregate on all strategic

forces plus some evemnual reductions of 55-9s.

The Soviets picked only the ABM provisions and formally proposed
only a site at Moscow and Washington. But it is certainly clear
that they did not make a formal proposal for a complete ban,

and were very reluctant to talk about dismantling their Moscow site.

And we had strong reasons to believe they preferred not to pursue

an ABM ban at that time.

As far as the future is concerned, we must bear in mind that

a complete ban would have to mean the end of all research and
development as well, if we were to have any confidence in the
ban -- and this might not be verifiable. Moreover, because the
USSR has a massive number of air defense missiles that could

conceivable be converted to ABMs, these systems would have

to be controlled in a precise way., There would need to be a
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virtual ban on large radars. In short, a protracted and

difficult negotiations would be required with some doubt that

it would ever succeed, especially if we consider that on the

Soviet side they have strategic defense problems with countries

other than the US.




Question:

Answer:
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Some intelligence projections and estimates given to

Congress show that the Soviets intended to level off their

SI.BM force at about 62 submarines by 1977, If this was

our estimate, how can we claim to have stopped the momentum
of the Soviet program?

Such an estimate was derived from the theory that what

the Soviets wanted was parity in actual SLBMs on station.

So, a force of 62 would give them the same number on
station as the US had with the smaller force of 41, Had
there been no SALT agreement, and no restrictions on the

Soviet program, there is no reason that they could not

produce the 8 boats a year they are capable of., If they

did, then my arithmetic shows that they could add 40 boats
in five years to their current level. I might point out that

we have tended to underrate what the Soviet force goals are.

On both the SS-1ls and the SS-9s, the Soviets went well beyond
what was originally projected by our intelligence estimates,

The important point is that with the SALT agreements we have

clear ceilings, so that we no longer need to agonize over what

their ultimate goal is,
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Question: The question of mobile missile is confuging, Dr. Kissinger

indicated the President had discussed this with Brezhnev,
They are permitted by the agreement, yet we claim that
their actual deployment would be inconsistent with the agree-
ments objectives. Do the Soviets intend to deploy them, and
if they did would we withdraw from the agreement?

Ansgwer: The Pregident was aware of the negotiating situation

and wanted to add the weight of his authority to our unilateral

statement. We were satisfied that the Soviet appreciated our

concern, Whether they will deploy mobile missiles in the

face of this statement is their decision, We would have to

examine the implications when that deployment was detected,
One of the problems is that the Soviets have deployed a

shorter range mobile and it becomes difficult to draw a line

between intermediate range missiles and intercontinental

ones. The Soviets, in fact, do not have an active ICBM mobile

program, but they have the technology.

Since this is clearly high on the agenda for the next

phase, our working assumption is that we can resolve it

before a Soviet mobile ICBM program is reactivated.
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o ALLIES
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Q. Have our Allies been informed of the details of the SALT agree-
ments? . ‘What has been their reaction?

- .

A, Yes, our Allies have heen fully and‘conti.n'ually consulted on

‘the progress and details of the SALT‘negotiations._ They have

been quite satisfied with the consultations and briefings, which

have been of great help to us particularly, as yoﬁ might expect

-

OSSO on issues of concern to our Allies. TI;e Ch;a.irm;n of the US ’
Delegation, Ambassadc;r Smith, and others of the Delegation have

participated in this process. Through this process the views of

our Allies ha;re been taken into account at all stages of the

ﬁeg‘ofia’.t‘ions.

Sa- T P i T LT e ey e L

Q. 'Why does SALT not 11m11: the nuclea.r threat to our Tallies? ) EE

- - - -
-t P . - -

A, The US originally endeavored to include Soviet MR/IRBMs in a
SALT Agreement. The Soviets re_]ected this, however. They

further asserted that our.forward-based niclear systems (FBS) whmh

-

support our Eurepean allies shoulc be in_ciuded, since the Soviets
‘ciaimed that they could strike [;SSR‘ ;territory and, therefore, were
strategic. We ;éjecte'd this Soviet assertion, stating that our FBS
were outside the scope of SALT. Thus, in the context of the current
SALT negotiations it wa.s‘not possible to get any agreement on
measures which limited nuclear weai:ons in the Europeaﬁ area.
However, the number of missiles threatening our allies is not

increasing and in fact has decreased in recent years.



.Q.

" the Treaty. " . .

H " ‘
2
——

‘What impact will the no-transfer PrOViSiOIIﬁSV have on our Allies?_
NATO? . - - o

Article IX of the ABM Treaty states:

"To assure the viability and effectiveness of this Treaty, each

Party undertakes not to transfer to other States, ‘and not to
deploy outside its national territory, ABM systems or their

components limited by this Treaty."

- -
- -
: .- -

]'.n a.dd1t1on there is a JOlnt 1nterpretat1ve statement wh1ch states:

"' The Partles understand that Article IX of the Treaty includes the
obligation of the US and the USSR not to pfovide to other states
technical descriptions or blueprints especially worked out for the

"ébrxé'tru'c':tionfoiAB'M‘ systems and their components-timited by

e RETTTETITT T -

™

" A - : -
t

No Objection To Declassification in Full 2012/02/13 ; LOC—HAK—228—3-2;3

-

These provisions do not affect our nuclear cooperation arrangements

with NATOQO and 6ur allie s. .

. HEDGES,

- -

- Q. What strategic weapons programs are available to the US to counter

the possible Soviet threats allowed in the agreements?

A. First of all the ABM Agreement will reduce one of the greatest Soviet

threats, a wide spread ABM and will reduce Soviet incentives to

| develop further offensive forces to penetrate a US ABM. Most progr

ams
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" that would be required to counter lil-cely.SOViet threats of which
they would be capable u.nder the agreemexﬁ:s are already in the pro-

cess of dévelopment or deployment. These hedges are of several

varieties:

Hedges currently in the operational force are now being deployed

include MIRVs, SRAMs, silo hardness upgrade program,

P -
- -

satellite basing for bombers, - . T .

-

Hedges available through changes in operational procedures include

—
-

inérease bomber alert rate, place forces on advanced alert upon

receipt of strategic warning, expand SSBN operating areas.

- . s BRI . - - AR PRI S LG e - .. ) - -

[ .- - - - . L

- . Hedges currently in R&D include B=1 bomber, SCAD, Hound-

Dog I, C-4 SLBM, 1 -ident SLBM system, and MaRYV.

Hedges inherent in the production base but not plainned include
deploying more MIRV warheads on Poseiddn, deploy more SRAM on

bombeis, deploy more MIRVed Mi- rteman IIls, deploy more satellite

'bases for bombers.

It is critical to the agreement that we continue our current programs.

Q. What programs are envisioned as hedges against Soviet cheating
on the agreements. :

A, Why should they enter an agreement like this only to cheat? It

would be impossible to gain a true strategic advantage before
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we detected cheating and took countermeasures. However, our forces

' are well hedged if they do. The present structufing of US forces

Q.

v&hich'includeé land, ‘siea, and air-based eléments was origina.lly

. intended to protect U‘ deterrent capability against unexpe cted

:changes in the threat. Th1s sarne.concept is capable of hedging

against all but very high levels of Soviet cheating on the agreement

for that case which would take time wecan change our operational

-7

practu:es and have the msurance of our on- going deve10pment

-
-

programs.

How-quickly can we react to Soviet cfxeatir;g/abrogation?

The US forces and the programs for development and deployment

‘" of forces have sufficient -~ . T ST =

- a
- - - -
- e - -

flexibility that several options are usually available to react to

such an event. Some reactions, such as increasing the alert rate

of the bomber force could be placed into effect in a matter of hours.

-

Increasing the on-station rate of US SLBM forces would take
slightly longer -- a matter of a few days. Other options involving
changes to force- structure or hardware would take variable

amounts of time, depending on the type of R&D hedge programs

that the US chose to employ.



Q.

A.

_ forbidden?

No Objection To Declassification in Full 2012/02/13 - LOC—HAK—228—3—2
Can the sides develop and test weapons whose deployment is

- -

Yes. In general‘ development and testing of weapons is permitted.

There are some exceptions; for example, the ABM agreement pro-—

h1b1ts development and te stmg of mobﬂe or rapid reload launchers

and multiple warhead ABM interceptors. We mtend to maintain
an adequate research and development program to prevent the

Soviets from gaining technological superiorijty.

L -

SALT AGREEMENTS - GENERAL

- Haven't the two sides simply put restfraints on programs
that were going to be halted anyway?

The ABM Treaty 11m1ts u. S ABM defenses to a lower 1eve1

than would have been acceptable in the absence of the agree- |

-
.- - ™

ments.” We do n st know when deployment of Soviet offensive and
defensive weapons would have halted in the absence of an agree-

ment, They are cer:‘.ai_nly capable of deploying a nationwide

-
-

ABM system as extensive as their air defenses, and continuing

to build missile submarines and ICBM/s indefinitely.

- Looking to the future, we .

~ would have to plan on a much larger Soviet ABM system,. and
many more offensive missiles, The agreements will eliminate

further growth of Soviet strategic missile forces and avoid the

major new programs which would be requn'ed on the U.S. S1de

-3

-
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What does the agreement do to Sufficiency and Realistic
- Deterrence? Will they have to be modified?

The agreements support the US doctrines of Strategic
| Sufficiency and R'e:élistic‘Dett_erence. -

Since a SAL Agreement doesn't limit qualitative improvements in
weapons themselves, won't the arms race continue or even be
accelerated in the qualitative area? | '

- -

L - :
- - - -
-

The Treaty limits ABM.defenses to a very low level, which should give

.-

both sides confidence in the effectiveness- of their deterrent forces af_:d.

should therefore be a major factor in slqv;ing the offense-defense

arms race.

The--In“‘ter‘im Agreement will halt the buildup of offe'nsivé.missi‘le s and

- b

give us time to attem_t to negotiate constraints in the

follow-on agreement-to head off the qualitative arms race which

you suggest. Even quantitative limits ‘constrain the base from which

-

qualitative.advances could take place.

-
rl -

Could we have obtained more advantageous agreements without
a Summit deadline?

We did not set 2 Summit deadline for these agreements. When
the two sides scheduled the Summit,. it was estimated that a number

of agreements, in‘cluding these two, would be ready for signature

in May. These estimates proved correct, But the President made
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it clear that if we did not have a SAL A’gr'ee;nént that we believed

T

was ready for signature he would have insisted that the negotiations

contmue. I might add prolongmg the ne goha.tmns, while the .
: ‘Sov1,¢t buildup in ICBMs and SLBMs contmued ‘would not neces sanly' |

‘have improved the agreements.

FOLLOW-ON SALT

Q. If we do not achieve a2 more cémplete offensive agreement, are we
not as a practical matter stuck with the pre‘sent agreement?

‘A. ‘We believe tha.t-we will be able to achieve a more complete agreement.
If, however, we cannot, the interim agreement expirés in five
years. M'ore'o-velr,- with.in the period of thé .i'ntex"‘i:‘m ag.reti-'.-ment we
have the right to withdraw on the basis of the supreme interests
clause. If it expires ;:vithout a follow-on agreement this could be
grounds for withdrawal from the ABM Treaty under the supreme
national interests clause.

Q. What w11.1 be our goals and expectatxé)ns for Phase II? Will we
seek reductions? Qualitative limitations? Additional limitations
on ABMs?

A. Our overall goal in the Follow-on Negotiations will be to achieve

“more complete and permanent limitations on strategic offeﬁ‘sive arms.
We will try to include categories of weapons not included and may try to
address the question of qualitative change. The two countries have

also agreed that reductions are a goal of SALT. The specific
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- U.S, positions to be taken are now under consideration.

Q. How do we propose to secure a more sat1sfa.ct0ry offensive posture ‘
vis-a-vis the USSR in Phase II? What leverage have we toward this end?

—_—— e w me m e e aies s ity Y mimm s e e ¢ m

| A, ) We do‘ not. COnéider that the Interim Ag_reemeht is unsatisfactory,
It is, however, temporary. Both sides have é.greed‘ that it should be
replaced by a formal long-term treaty which will be more complete
in its scope. We w.'i.'li_Ebni_:ihu_e___ with our plagneg Pprograms to ensure
our security under the agreement. This will give the USSR incenti.vé.
:Egéj;_ijélepursue such a treaty and protect our security if they do not.
Q. Will we attempt to gain equality in m13511e launchers in the follow—
on negotiations? '
A7 Striking a more stable and an equitable 101;_g term balance will be -
aﬁ iméortant g.o.a.ll iﬁ the folloi;v-;:m talks; i)ut the U. S. pésition for

phase Il has not yet been determined,

Q. Will our allies participate in the follow-on negotiations?

A. SALT will continue to be a bilateral negotiation, We will, of

course, continue to consult in detail with our allies as the talks progress.

' Q. If we have not been able to achieve a more complete offensive
agreement in two and a half years, what basis is there to expect
we can do better in the follow-on talks?

A. We expect the foundation provided by these initial agreements will

help us achieve a more complete agreement within a reasonable period

of time, Given the complexity of our tasks and the fact that we were,



" long period to work out these two historic agreements.

Q.

A.
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80 to speak, "starting from scratch,' 2-1/2 years was not an excessiv‘e‘ly

What wxll be the relatmnshlp between follow-on SA L.'I‘ ne gotxatmns
and MBFR? .

It is not yet clear what will be the relationship -- if any -~ between
follow-on SALT negotiations and MBFR. Through Allied
consultations we will make sure the two do not conflict.

T R BT G i )

s it too late to negotiate a MIRV ban or freeze. Why didn't the -
Administration heed Congressional advice and freeze MIRVs? Is

it true that the Soviets would have accepted a MIRV ban without
on-site inspection, but the U, S. insisted on such inspection?
Precisely how useful would such inspection be? Couldn't flight test
restrictions provide adequate verification of Soviet compliance?

Early in the ne.gotia.tior.x_s , ‘the U. S. Delegation did explore with the
Soviets an approach which banned MIRVs. This approach did not lead
to agreement, primarily because the Soviets opposed a collateral ban
on MIRV flight testing and a provision for on-site inspection, both -

of which the U, 8. considered necessary for verification. Once
tested, it is impossible to determine whether or not a missile contains
MIRVs without on-site inspection. Some control is gained by a

on testing but this is not necessarily fool-proof. It is not just MIRV

that is an is‘sqé _iﬁ_étrategic stability, it is the mjssile killing'
capabilities that MRV can provide . There are many ways that this
problem can be approached. The problem of avoiding the instabil-

ities of possible ICBM vulnerability will be an important issue in

the follow-on talks. .
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INTERIM AGREEMENT ON OFFENSIVE WEAPONS

Q. Why did we accept giving the Soviets an advantage in ICBMs and

SLBMs?

A. The Soviet edge in numbers of strategic missiles was a strategic .

fact of life. It is absurd to say that we "gave them“ an advanta.ge.
Wifhout these agreements, the Soviets could have had 80% more ‘strategic
offensive missiles than the US by 197.7. Since we would have no
additional missiles by that time, the current disparity w.éuld have
grown even 1a.rge.r.. ‘ .MOrecwer, it is misleading to consider only
numbers of ICBM and SLBM launchers. Many factors must be
taken into account in judging the relative positions of the two sid'eS."
We estimate that we will maintain, and_.po.ssible even.increase, '

our current substantial

lead in strategic warheads for at least the next five years. Since

the number of targets we can attack is directly related to the number of

warheads in our forcus, warheads are a better measure of relative
strength than launchers. Thus, in the most important’ charafcteristics‘

of our offensive forces -- MIRVs, force efficiency and system quality --
we have and plan to maintain a clear sufficiency in our strategic posture.
It is also important to recognize that the effectiveness of our force in

its retaliatory role will be fully maintained. The damage we can inflict
in retaliation, ‘Which is the keystone of our deterrent capability, will

be undiminished under the SALT agreeme-nts.
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7'_"3:__ "There are no winners or losers in this negotiation; both sides

Q-“ ‘

Q.

' benefit. It was an importantachievement to limit both offensive and

‘defensive programs -- Safeguard.

If we feel safe subscribing to numerical infericrity because
of an alleged qualitative superiority, what assurances (and
checks) do we have that the Soviets will not catch up

qualitatively?

Both sides are allowed to improve the qua.litf of their

strategic forces, However, we estima.té that we will retain a sub-
stantial lead in important characteristics-~-such as the

number of warheads--for the foreseeable future, We can attempt

'to deal with qualitative improvements in the follow-on agreement,

We are confident that we can maintain a secure deterrent force

indefinitely.

Why should we continue with the development and deploymen
of Trident and B-1 now that we have an agreement? :

These programs are still needed as hedges against potential
threats in the current Soviet force, insurance ag;.ihst
abrogation or failure-of the follow on talks, and of course in
the lorng run as normal replacements for systems becoming

obsolescent,

Can we or the Soviets put long-range ballistic missiles on large
planes such as the C-5? On surface ships?
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B The Inf:efim Agreement does not limit long-range missiles on

aircraft or surface ships. Neither side has any such wea’.pOns; and
there is no evidence either side intends to develop or deploy such
missiles during the period‘of the freeze. Limitations on such

possible developments may be discussed in the follow-on negotiations.

Does the agreement stop Soviet threats to our bomber force?

. Soviet air defenses are not limited by the agreements. Also, some

believe that Sovief SLBMs may becr:une a threat to -U_ S, bombers.
There is no indication the Soviets are developing such a capability.
H0wevei', there are off-se_tting. measures we can take such as re-
'basing Aand 'iﬁcfeased ale‘z‘-t.' In addifi:on; the ‘-interim Agréémenf
‘limits the n.umber. of SLBMé the Soviets may deploy, |

DOeén"t the failure of the SAL Agreement to cover bomber forces
open the possibility of an expanding threat in this area?

The Interim Agreement covers those strategic forces which are

' rapidly growing and potentially the most destabilizing -- ICBM's and

SLBM's. The Soviet heavy bomber force was never as large as ours,

and has been constant for many years. Limits on bombers may be

' discussed in the follow-on negotiations. We should remember that

while bombers are a formidable retaliatory force, they do not pose

"a disarming strike threat. Moreover, it would take the Soviets much

more than five years to develop a significant bomber capability, for

example, on the order of our SAC forces.
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Does the SAL Agreement really mean that we have "wﬁ&en 6ff" Minute -

" man, looking to the future, since there are no limitations on

Soviet qualitative developments that would threaten its survivability?

We have in no sense written off Minuteman. We are in fact en.gaged

‘in carrying out major improvements to the MM force (MM III and

silo hardening). Studies have shown that the MM force is not
 threatened today and that it wéuld survive even an all-out Soviet attéck

_under the agreement and beyond.

- Should MM become vulnerable in the future, we
will have sufficient alternatives to maintain our retaliatory capability.

However, the problems created by ICBM vulnerability will be an

important subject in follow-on SALT.

Why are mobile ICBMs not constrained?  Is this not an open
jnvitation to the Soviets to increase further their lead in ICBMs?

It proved impossible in the negotiations to limit all strategic

weapons systems for example bombers are not included. This

.is' the. major reason Why this is an interim agreement rather |
than a treaty. Neither side has deiyloyed mobile ICBMs. The

Soviets were developiﬁg a mobile ICBM hut now they appear to have

stopped the negotiations record makes clear that deployment of

land mobile ICBMs would be inconsistent with the purposes of the

free.ze on ICBMs., We do not expect the Soviets to build and

deploy mobile ICBMs during the period of the hiterim Agreement,

Explicit 1limits will be involved in the follow on talks.



No Objection To D‘eclassification in Full 2012/02/13 : LOC-HAK-228-3-2-3

+*
-

SLBM

Q. | What exactly are the replacement provisions in the agreement?
Why have we given the Soviets more opportunity for SLBM
replacement of ICBMs than we have? Can we replace Titans
‘with SLBMs? : |

A. .If a new SLBM submarine is startéd after the date of signature
of the agreement, an equal number of oclder ICEM or SLBM i
launchers must be destroyed or dismantled. Destruction o?
dismantling must being before the new submarine begins sea
trails, and must be complete in a short, ag-z;eéd perio;i of
time., Detailed procedures will be agreed in the Standing
Commission,

The sides have equal rights to replace older ICBMs, The
agreemeht permits .'usl to 1l'e;.:>'1ac.e ’I‘it'_a;ns with SI;BMS if we
choose. More importantly, our systems are far more capable than
the Soviets sinﬁe each Poseidon missile carries as many as 10
separate warheads. Moreover we have a significant geographical
advantage since we operate from European bases. _ Our SLBM

-

force is sufficient to assure our retéliatory capability.

Q. Why did we limit the Soviets to 62 modern SSBNs? Why not 417
A, The Soviets have a large submarine construction program
underway - building about eight new boats a year. Without some

limitations, the Soviets could have more than 80 missile launching

submarines operational or under construction five years from now.

M
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- This.agreement limited them to 62. Since ﬁe have no missile
‘la.unching. subrharines under construction at present, and the first
new TRIDEN‘I‘ submarine‘ will not be operational until a year or
more after the interim agreemeht ends, the Soviet lead in ]
numbers of submarines could have been much greater than 62 to 41
in 1977.

To réach 2 total of 62 modern SSBNs and 950 SLBM la.unéhers,
the Soviets would be requred to dismantle or destroy over 200 ICBM
launchers, They also would have to replace oider existing SLBM

| submarines, Thus, if they build the 62 submarines and 950 SLBM
launchers; they will have to retire about 240 older ICBMs and SLBMs.

While we think it likely, we can nof:_b_é certain they will choose
to ca.rrjr out such replacements; This ié a ﬁlatfér Sovi.et ‘for'é.t-a
plan:ners will have to decide, U.S, :Eorces. are designed to meet
the concept of sufficiency which means we no not simply try to
build the same number of SSBNs as the USSR has, The US.‘ will
retain geographic advantages, an edge on missile rafa'ge and submarine
technology and a much grevater nufnber of warheads on our missiles,

Q. Will the agreement limit the Trident development program or
prevent us from starting Trident submarine construction?

A. First development of a new submarline or missile is not limited in ‘any
way. As faras construction is concérr}ed, it can proceed to the
point of actual sea trials before dismantling/destruction of.a.

replaced boat or ICBMs must take place. Since there are about 6
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" 'years of R&D and construction before the first Trident will be

ready for sea trials, the interim agreement does not affect the

program, Depending on the course of the follow-on negotiations the

Trident system can be either a replacement for or add on to our

Polaris/Poseidon force s,

Was the Administration's request on Trident intended as a
‘substitue for SLBM constraints, if we failed to get them?

" The Trident program is intended as an orderly prudently-paced
replacement program for our Polaris/Poseidon SSBNs, which
were all deployed in the seven year period between 1960 and
1967, It also hedges against unforeseen developments in the
threat and in the event we do not reach a more complete
agreement; it would be available for any needed for-.ce expansion,

We intend to continue the pProgram as currently planned,

ABM TREATY

Why have we agreed to stop an on-going US ABM defense program
while allowing Soviet ABM Programs to expand beyond their current
deployed levels? :

Since the offensive agreement ig less than comprehensive we wanted .
some ICBM defense and the option to protect Washington, When

the Soviets agreed to curb all their strategic offensive missile
deployments we were Prepared to make an equal deal. The treaty

holds both sides to 200 ABMs permitting each side two sites of

similar size and PUrpose -- one ICBM defense site and one NCA.,
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Given Soviet interest in strategic defenses as evidenced by their

heavy air defense system and their vigorous R&D programas, we

projected up to 1000 ABMs by 1977 by the USSR if there had been

no agreement,

'Q-

Q.

A,

The agreement calls for each country to retain z limited ABM
capability. What real value does this limited capability have

in terms of what it could do for the US if the Sov:.ets did launch
an attack at the US?

The performance of the defense depends on the size of the
attack. _,’I"he NCA defense would protect Washington against

a light or smal] unauthorized attack, It would complicate the
problems of a heavy attack, and may give the National Command

Authority additional time to respond, The defense of ICBM's

would also complicate any attack and may enable additional

| Minutemen to survive, The ABM radars will be valuable

additions to our early warning capability, The combination
thus gives a protected attack assessment command and control
and communica.tion capability for a controlled response to less
all out attacks and the possibility of additional time even on

large attacks,

Why is it of strategic importance to provide ABM defense of

- Washington?

ABM defense of Washington and Moscow will reduce the

_possibility that a light accidental or unauthorized attack could

destroy the national command authorii:y and, in the resulting

confusion and disorder, lead to a precipitate response that
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could mean a fd_ll-scale nuclear war, It provides defense of
our national command center and enables the President
critical decision time to make a considered response to less

- than all out attacks.

Q. We are allowed only 100 ABM interceptors at each site, What
good is such a low level?

A. The limited defenses will provide us operational experience,
_protection from light or unauthorized attack, would complicate‘
any attack, and allow us to starta base for a more extensive

defense of ICBM's. (See also the answer to preceding two questions. ]

ABM Treaty

Which of the ABM sites under construction will be ét0ppéd and o
what will become of the facilities? How much money have we
spent on the site to be stopped? When will we stop and start
dismantling? ¢ :
Construction at Malmstron will be stopped, Most- of the

) procured hardware can be used for other

purposes. It is estimated that we have spent about $70 million

on construction, Additional costs will be incurred for contract

terminations and dismantling, There is an understanding
which is common practice in international laws not take action
inconsistent with the Treaty pending ratification. Malmstrom
construction will stop as soon és practical and dismantling

begin after ratification,
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How much equipment has already been procured for 4-site
Safeguard?

About 80 percent of the hardware has been procured for

Grand.Fofks, and about 70 percent; 30 percent and 4 percent

fo‘r Malmstron, Whiteman and Warren, respectively.

Do we have any concerns about permitting the Soviets to build
a radar base for area defense? :

The ABM Treaty prohibits this deployment of an area defense
or the base for such a defense, A major U.S. obje‘ctive and
accomplishment in SALT was to limit both the actual and

potential ABM capabilities of the Soviet radar base.

How do we meet the threat posed by China which the President was

previously so definitive about in recommending Safeguard?

A treaty providing for a nationwide ABM defense of the U, S. would
have had to allow the USSR a similar defense. This would have

provided the base upon which a thicker system of population defense

' ~

could have been added relatively rapidly in the event of abrogation
of the treaty, Thus, our retaliatory capability would have been less

secure and meaningful limitations or offensive systems would have

been difficult or impossible to achieve. The defense of Washington
will provide the most important feature which a light nationwide
defense would have offered -- protection of our command centers

against light attacks. We considered it in our net security interest to
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forego é light area defense and rely on deterrence of small attacks
if we could also limit the Soviets to a low level and get appropriate

- limits on Soviet offensive forces.

‘What‘ happens if Congress will not fund the second US ABM site?

We believe they will see the wisdom of doing so in time in our

Safeguérd program. It is an important part of the cafability ‘

needed for a considered reéponse to less than all out attacks,

If Congress does not fund an NCA defense, the US will have T
only the Grand Forks ABM site. The USSR may proceed with

its second site independently of whether the US ex‘ercise.s its

right to a second site,

Could we have achieved a 1-to-1 ABM level? Why didn't we

go for an ABM freeze in anticipation of a zerolevel? Is

it true that Soviets showed an interest in zero? Is it true

that the Soviets showed an interest in deferring the deployment

of the second ABM site for each side?
There is a direct connection between Offensive and Defensive
limits. One without the other could be.destablizing. Thus the

ABM limit we could accept related to the extent of limits on

offensive forces,

The U.S. proposed a zero level of ABM and NCA/NCA in
conjunction with more comprehensive limits on offense. These

proposals were not accepted. The Soviets never proposed

zero,
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Wifhoﬁt such ‘cornprehensive limits, v‘}e needed some defense
of ICBM's and wanted the option to defend Washington. The
Soviets never proposed a 1-to-1 agreement in which we could

defend ICBM'S and told us such an agreement was unacceptable.

Q. How do we assure that the Sov1ets w111 not develop SAM systems

tha.t are capable of performing an ABM role?

A. It is important to recognize that in the absence of a SAIL Agreement,

2. Q.

A.

the Soviets 'would‘be coinpletely at liberty to develdp and deplo&-

iarge numbers of dual-capable ABM/SAM syStems; The ABM Treaty
cdntains several provisions prohibiting the conversion of non-ABM
components for ABM use. The agreemeﬂt specifically ina.kes illegal‘
such conversion and to reinforce this prohibition, disallows testing

of SAM systems in an ABM mode and restricts the. £)0wer aperture
product of (potentiél) SaAM radars to levels less than that of the MSR and
limits the deployment of very large phased- array radars which

could be used to extend the capability of SAM radars.

What is the meaning of the phrase '"tested in an ABM mode? '

This is a technical question, let me give some example:
Briefly, a launcher used to launch an ABM interceptor missile,
an interceptor missile flight tested against a strategic ballistic
missile and a radar used for measurements in conjunction
4wit_h the flight of an ABM interceptor miséile would all be

examples of '"testing in an ABM mode, "
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10(a) Q. Are laser ABMs banned?

A. Yes replacing current ABM components by such systems

is banned. R&D can take place.

LEGAL ISSUES

In view of the gfeat‘importance of the offensive agreement to U, 5.
pational security, how can you justify not submitting it to the Senate
for advice and consent as a formal treaty? Why is the House of
Representatives being asked to vote on the offense agreement but
not on the ABM Treaty?

This Agreement is an interim measure limited in scope and time
entered into in contemplation of a treaty. However, in recognition
of‘its importance; the Adminiétration is frequesting: approval of both
Houses of Congress by joint resolution. The ABM Treaty because

it is being submitted to the Senate pursuant to the Constitutional

treaty-making requirements.

What is the legal status of the agreed "interpretive statements''? Are
there any unilateral interpretive statements which will be made

public in the Congressional hearings on the agreements and what is
their legal status? Are there any other side agreements or interpre-
tations which are being kept secret?

A. Agreed inte‘irpretive statements represent negotiating history '

which helps to make clear or supplement certain provisions of

the Agreements., They have no independent legal status.
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There are also some unilateral statements which were _fnade by

fhe US during the negotiations ‘and whi.ch will be brought to fhe
attention of the Congress. They represent a formal communication
to fhé SOViét Union of oﬁr interprétatiOn of ceﬁain provisions of
the Agreements, Other unilateral statements represent only US

intentions with respect to the implementation of certain provisions..

Would the Administration oppose a re servation to fhe ABM Treaty

in the Senate providing for automatic termination if the follow-on
negotiations fail?

Ves. This would change the Treaty and as a result would reQuire
Soviet acceptance and could prefudice Sovief ratifilcati_on. We

made clear during the negotiations that we would consider withdrawal
under the '"'supreme interests' clause should the follow-on nego-
tiations fail. Moreover, it isn't clear that we would want automatic
termination, We would want the option of considering where our

’

best interests lie at that time.
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Responses to Senator Jackson's Statements

[Note: It is not our purpose' to open a debate with Jackson, et. al., .
but if questions arise the responses below should be used, ]

1. Question: Senator Jackson has charged that this agreement freezes
us at a 4 to 1 disadvantage in payload. Is this correct? ‘
Answer: It is absurd to say that the agreemenf freezes us at 4 to

1 disadva.ntagé in payload when the absence of an agreement would have

permitted a dynamic arms race in which Soviet payload advantage would |

increase further, Wé have now stopped the SS5-9 deployment which could-
imve run free indefinitely. While the Soviets can improve on the S5-11
with new missile, they are constrained by limits on increase to the size
of silos and they are on notice by our unilateral statement that significant
increase in volume of a follow-on to the §5-11 r&issile could jeopardize
continuance of agreement, Moreover, we had no program that would

have done a thing to improve our payloads in the next five years. Hence,

the agreement stops nothing on our side that we had planned.

2. Question: Senator Jackson has also argued that the agreement freezes
the U.S, in a position of inferiority in number of missiles,

Answer: Regarding.the number of missiles, the point is that the absence
of an agreement would have guaranteed a widening of Soviet advantage.

This agreement puts the 1id on this trend for precisely the period at the
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end 6£‘ which, barring a follow-on agreement, we can begin adding to our

nﬁmbérs with the trident system, |

3, Questibn: Senator Jackson has stated thaf the Soviet missiles have
payloads greater than ours and the agreement authorizes them to
increase, Comment? '

Answer: On payload of particular Soviet missiles nothing in‘ this
agreement authorizes Soviets to do a thing that they could not‘ha;ve done
even more dynamically without it. And nothing prevents the U.S, from
improving payloads if ﬁe had a program to do so, Trident is fully
protected. Moreover, there are agreed provisions which prevent
unconstrained increaée in payload, i.e., the size of small silos cannot
be increased.

4, Question: Senator Jackson argues that the fact we have more
warheads now is not img »rtant; they can MIRV their missiles,
Comment?

Answer; On warhead numbers, we again should compare having
an agreement with no-agreement, Under no-agreement, SS-9 would
have been unconstrained and hepce s0 wou'd warhead multiplication,
Now at least the 85-9 number is fixed, But we can proceed unconstrained
‘with the only new offensive program we had, the ULMS, We do have a
problem about Soviet potential for increasing warheads., But there was
never a chance to solve this in SALT I without a MIRV ban, which was

unobtainable. What we have done is to make this problem less severe than

it would have otherwise have been.
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5. Question:  Senator Jackson notes that the agreement allows the
Soviets to surpass us in submarines; isn't this significant?

Ans‘wé‘r: On submarines, lWe have linﬁted Soviets to nurnbefs some
25 below what they could have built without a.greernenf. and a.ré forcing
them‘ to pay for any new submarines by reduciﬁg their number.s and‘
payloads in land-based missiles plus in some 30 on Hwclass boats.
Moreover, Y-ciass boats they can build in the next five years are
qu;j.litatively _inferior to oui' latest boats and, even more, to ULMS
boats. |
6. Questioﬁi Senator Jackson ﬁoted that the agreement prevents the

U.S, from getting ABM protection for our Minuteman missiles

while allowing them to expand their Moscow system. Would you

comment?

Answer: C)n ABMs, the‘ only way we could have gotten an "effective
ABM defense of missile sites™ would have been to give the Soviets the
same, creating horrendous uncertainties concerning their capability
to create a base for a radar base for a more effective defense at
Grand Forks. Moreover, we already have a major advantage in high
acceleration interceptors and further development in this respect is in
no way constrained,

‘As rega.rds Moscow defense, the Soviets can add 36 interceptors,

This has no practical effect on our capécity to hold Moscow hostage, nor,

indeed, on the U.XK. capacity to do likewise. To suggest the Soviets can
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uexpand" Moscow system in any meaningful way because of this agreement

is absurd. With radar constraints, area limitation and interceptor

ceiling, we are obviously better off than if Soviets had been free to do

a.s‘ they please.

7. Question: Senator J’ackéon, in general, charges that the agreement
confers overall advantage to the Soviets. Is this true?

Answer: Aé we have continued to point out, the agreement confers
nothing that the Soviets could not have done anyhow. What it does do is
limit a major aspect of the growth of their strategic systems -~ the
continuing increase in numbers of missiles, Over the foreseeable future

we have a decided advantage in real capability -- e.g., warheads.
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SALT TALKING POINTS

I. History

-- Negotiations agreed in summer of 1969,

-- We were under pressure to start immediately but wanted
to make meticulous preparations.

-- Course of entire negotiation has justified our careful

| preparation and especially events of last several weeks.
First year centered on issue of scope.

-- Both sides took a comprehensive approach to include limits
on broad range of all major offensive and defensive systems.

-~ This led to the fo&&owing impasse:

We could not agree on what was meant by "strategic' -

-- Since offensive limits were stymied over definitional problems, --
which of course were also political issues involving our bases
and alliance commitments -- we then faced question of whether
to conclude an agreement on ABMs alone.

-- This was considered, but rejected by President because this
would have left dynamic Soviet offensive programs unchecked.

-- Since ABM technology is still in ‘incipient stage, it was worth
checking further growth but not at expense of leaving aside
offensive weapons which are most de-stabilizing element of

arms race.
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Breakthrough was achieved on May 20, 1971 understanding, which was

the result of a private exchange initiated by the President.

-= You will recall at the time, the text was not exactly a

model of English clarity.

-~ It was agreed to concentrate on ABM limits and simultaneously

negotiate limits on certain offensive systems.
This posed two major issues to be resolved:
-- First, the terms of the ABM limit
-- Second, the scope of the offensive agreement, what systems
would be included a;t what level.
The first issue, ABM was of major interest ® the Soviets, and the second was .
our major concern.

-- Obviously, progress on one issue was influenced by progress

or lack of it in another.
You are generally aware of how matterg developed.
In the year from May 20, 1971 until late this spring the issues narrowed
down to two major ones.

-« On ABMs, we had two quite different systems. The Soviets
already had their defense of Moscow, and we ixad started Safeguard for
ICBM protection.

We had to try to establish equivalence so that there would be no major
advantages for one side -- obviously there would be no agreement if this

were ome case.
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-~ Then we had to set levels that would not be the source
of future instability.

-- There were several combinations considered, but #re one
et seemed to meet the concerns and criteria of both sides,

-- The result is that each side is able to protect its national

Ct/l/‘é//t/\' capital and one ICBM field, but the total limit on ABM
fm Mjﬂﬁﬁy interceptors is 200,
The offensive side proved far more difficult.

-~ Our basic approach was to freeze the level -~ in other words

-- Of course, we had no missile production programs in being.

-- The Soviets were building both land-based and sea-based
missiles at increasing rates.

-~ Their incentive to freeze was minimal however, it was clear
that without some limits on at least ICBMs we would not
reduce the ABM program designed to protect emour ICBMs
against the growing Soviet force.

- It was very attractive to conclude an‘ ABM and an ICBM
agreement. The Soviets proposed it.

-- The President gave this serious consideration but decided
that this would not be in the int(;rests of an agreement that would

create a vested interest on both sides.
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-- He recognized that in the following phases of negotiations
the existence of an open-ended Soviet submarine launcher
program would threaten the talks,

-- In his -exchange with the Soviet leaders he emphasized
that limits on submarines should be included along with
ICBMs in an interim agreement that would last long
enough to halt current building programs.

~- As a result of these exchanges, including the talks I had

in Moscow in April, the President announced a second break-

through in early May.

-- It was agreed that submarines would be included in the

freeze and the USSR made a proposal on the specifics.
There were two problems left to be taken up by the President in Moscow.

-- First, the composition of the submarine limit -- would it
include only the modern types or also some of the obsolete
diesel-powered boats.

-~ Second, what would be an appropriate céiling on submarine
launched missiles.

These issues, along with some less critical technical problems)were raised
by the President in his meetings with the Soviet leaders, and it was

decided to try to resolve the remaining issues this week if possible.

Work continued in Helsinki, and here in Moscow.
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-~ On the main issue®that involved political decision, these

were discussed in Moscow.

II. Accomplishments

The results are evident to you and I want to touch briefly on the main points
in the agreements.

We will conclude an ABM treaty and an Interim Agreement on Limiting
Offensive Weapons. The following are the highlights:

A. The ABM Treaty

-- Limits each side to one ABM site for defense of Moscow
and Washington and one site for each side for thé defense
of an ICBM field.

-~ There will be a total of 200 ABM interceptors, 100 at
each site.

-- ABM radars will be limited to six Modern ABM Radar

Complexes for each side within a circle of 150 km radius

rin A'BH’ around the national capitals; (MARCs are a circle of 3 km
ootl P

RadAR

- diameter, in which radars can be deployed; in practice

pu PLEK |
they can accommodate about one large radar or a few smaller

..ones).
-- For the ICBM defense fields there will be a total of twenty

radars permitted; two of them will be the size of our two

large radars deployed at Grand Forks; the other eighteen radars

will be much smaller.

-~ The Soviet ICBM protection site will be at least 1300 km
.
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from Mg scow. It is important that these sites not be
in populated areas. Our comparable site will be at
Gra;nd Forks.

-~ The treaty will be of unlimited duration with withdrawal

rights if supreme interests are jeopardized, and on six

OLPA R-S ) months notice.

7L &7
B. The Interim Offensive Agreement

-- Freezes ICBMs to those under construction or deployed.
This will mean 1618 ICBMs for the USSR and 1054 for us.
The USSR will field about 313 large SS-9s., DBoth sides are
prohibited from converting other ICBM silos to accommodate
large missiles. Other silos can be modified but not to a
significant degree. Modernization is permitted.

-~ Submarine launched ballistic missiles

sl

There is a freeze on nuclear-powered ballistic missile, limiting numbers

to those already operational and under construction.
-- There is also a special provision, whcih provides a ceiling.

That ceiling is 44 submarines and 710 launchers for the U.S.

and 62 submarines and 950 missiles for the USSR,

Pt He wﬂa S of el e Sovcats
-- Should either%%ide sire to shift some of its land _based
Can el TL.:S‘ cel boa iy LWV,
missiles to sea, or replace oldér submarines this 18 permitted

amissrles on ol Pabuaariaes bl S5-7 v d B

as long as the ceiling is not exceeded.
TcBM. Byotovivg Tis fuir TTBM force
Lol be rectuced b; afvt O
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--  So seethe figures for total missiles land and sea remain
fixed, but the internal composition can change.
-~ Let me explain this in some detail because there will be
a misleading interpretation if you take only the bare numbers.
If can be argued that this is a major concession.

' t‘ “~
oA couceoled S'ﬁ-fehmnb
-- Some will compare totals gre claim we gase-away-edvantarges.,

-- All of the arguments you will hear have been exhaustively

debated, in more exotic detail than you can imagine.
. . W
Here is what the situation l’;:

-- The Soviet submarine program had reached a level of

about 43 - 44 modern boats, the,Y class either in operation
76 T . .

ae being constructed. By their calculation they had about
710 missiles omthese.

-- The Soviets had in addition older class boats, which they
first proposed not be covered at all.

| - o~
-- We thought that those missiles allﬂnuclear powered boats,

a.lmv{

-- This explains the figure 740 -- 710 plus twe=30 missiles on

had to be counted.

the older boats .

g
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They can build additional boats up to 62 and 950 missiles.

1f they do they must reduce 210 land based missiles or older submarine
launched missiles. _
So that overall there is a freeze with permission to shift internal

composition,

Before you ask it, I will address whether we won or lost?

In this agreement, it is mindless to nitpick for marginal advantages:
-- There would be no agreement at all on matters involving
fundamental and vital interests without reciprocity.
-- There would be no agreement at all if both sides did not
see their interests served and their concerns dealt with
in an equitable manner.

-- The criteria for judging this agreement are:

-- How does it compare with the probable situation if there

w t hﬁ . ()I -- Does it protect our own security now and in &z‘future?
;
vl 7

- were no agreement?
The President believes that our strategic posture, including the mutual limits
in this agreement, are totally compatible with our national security interests
and a stable strategic environment which is the only real basis for security.
-- On the offensive side there will be no change as far as the
US is concerned, since we had no active program to increase
the number of our weapons.
-- Our qualitative programs, MIRVs and research and develop-
ment continue.
-= On the defensive side, we have stopped the Safeguard, but
have retained the base for a defense of ICBM should that

ever become necessary.
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~= The defense of Washington is more controversial but it
was considered important to have a defense of the
national command center, provided we did not have to
give up our Safeguard base,

to No Agreement,

These are

- We have a limit on Soviet missiléat around 2300 - 2400, comr
pared to a potential of 3200 - 3600 five years from now.

-- We have limited the large and most threatening Soviet
55-9 to 300 compared to a possible 400 or more in the
next year or two.

-- If we consider the present balance including our MIRVs

and bombers we have about 5780 deliverable warheads,

- 'N.
we are rd]é)tﬂexactly suffering. (%' gﬁhﬂi 0&“5{?-"-:_2-__-'-&>
-- A deadly and highly uncertain race in the defensive field has

been stopped.

major achievements.

I am reluctant to say it is a first or that it is historic but frankly those

two words

seem highly appropriate.

Let me conclude by saying a word about the USSR.
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THE STRATEGIC ARMS LIMITATION AGREEMENTS

Introduction and Summary

The President signed two historic agreements -- (1) an ABM treaty
of unlimited duration;and (2) an interim agreement to limit the number
" of strategic ballistic missile launchers for five years.

These agreements were reached despite differences in other aread of
our relations with the USSR and are concrefe evidence that we are making
progress toward a generation of peace.

They are based on a realistic assessment of the strategic gituation:

.- The Soviets have been moving forward rapidly with new ICBMs

and ballistic missile launching submarines. The Soviet annual rate of

\ oom tua \aud
increase was /J00 ;LQM" Eﬁ'\!f‘.,f MZSO SLBMy aiemmer——— W"

-- We have offensive systems in development with which eventually
we could counter this Soviet momentum but we had planned nine for deploy-
ment for the five years of the freeze.

-~ The Soviets have a vigorous ABM development program suggesting
further deployment was in the offing.

-~ -~ The total number of delivery systems on both sides is roughly
equal The freeze affects systems in which the Soviets are moving,
while keeping open other fields in which the US is active.

-~ Our strategic posture is sound because of our lead in MIRV
and weapons technology and our wide range of retaliatory forces (bombers,
land and sea based missiles). But the rapid growth in numbers of Soviet
systems coupled with improved Soviet technology could threaten in time

to undercut our deterrent.
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We can, of course, maintain a strong strategic posture without
SALT agreements; however, this could face the nation with the prospect
of a sharp upturn in the arms race with no real enhancement of U.S.
security. On the other hand, SALT presented an opportunity to maintain
a strong strategic posture without such an upturn.

The agreements reached achieve this objective.

-- The ABM treaty prohibits widespread ABM defenses that
could protect the Soviet cities from our retaliatory forces.

.= The offensive agreement freezes for five years the number of
strategic ballistic missiles, thus breaking major Soviet offensive deploy-
ment programs.

In return, we have accepted limits on deploying the full 12-site
Safeguard system. By playing this bargaining chip carefully, we have not
only blocked a heavy Soviet ABM defense, we have curbed the most dynamic
offensive deployment as well. At the same time, the agreements permit
the U.S. to continue those on-going offensive programs which will ensure
the effectiveness of our retaliatory deterrent,

Thus, the ABM treaty and the offensive agreement contribute to main-
taining a stable strategic balance and thereby reduce the likelihood of
nuclear war., This is in the interests of all countries.

The two agreements are a first giant step to control over strategic
arms. But there are still elements of the strategic forces of each side that

could eventually threaten the security of the other. The agreements provide
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a basis for further negotiations to bring these elements under control,
The two sides have agreed to resume such negotiations at an early date.

ABM TREATY

Background

ABM defenses of cities can reduce an opponent's retaliatory capabilities.
If this reduction is great enough, he would have to deploy more offensive
retaliatory capabilities to offset the opposing ABM defense. This inter-
action can be a primary impetus for the arms race.

As we approached SALT, we were uncertain about Soviet ABM deploy-
ment plans. They had an ABM system around Moscow and an aggressive
ABM research and development program. In view of Soviet interests in
strategic defenses, as evidenced by their extensive air defense system, we
feared that the Soviets might deploy a comparable ABM defense for Soviet
cities. Such a defense would have seriously undermined U,S. retaliatory
capabilities.

The U.S, Safeguard program was aimed at defense of a portion of the
minuteman ICBM force, defense of strategic bombers, defense of our
command centers in Washington and later a thin defense against a small
attack. In his annual reviews of this program, the President made clear
that the extent of U.S. ABM deployment would depend on progress in
constraining Soviet strategic offensive capabilities through SALT.

Early in SALT both sides agreed that nationwide ABMs should be banned.

However, we believed the nature of permitted ABM systems should be
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tied to the scope of offensive limitations. If offensive limits would be
comprehensive, we would be prepared to ban ABMs; if not, we wanted some
protection of our ICBMs and the option to protect Washington. In view of
Soviet willingness finally to accept a freeze on the total number of their
offensive missiles, we were willing to work out an equal bargain on ABM
that took both sides' objectives into account.

The Main Provigions of the ABM Treaty

The ABM Treaty limits each side to:

-~ A defense of its national capital, consisting of 100 ABM interceptors.

-- A defense of a location containing ICBMs, consisting of 100 ABM
interceptors. These ICBM defenses will be located at least 1300 kilometers
from the respective national capitals, thus preventing territorial defense.

The ABM Treaty contains additional provisions to prohibit acquisition
of a suitable radar base for an extensive defense of cities and acquisition of
ABM capabilities by indirect means, e.g., by converting air defense
missiles to ABMs.

The ABM provisions limit city defenses to very low levels by:

-~ Limiting interceptors to relatively small numbers;

-~ In the case of the national capital defense, limiting the radar
base for defense expansion by confining the radars to a small number of
modern ABM radar complexes;

-- In the case of defense of ICBMs, locating the defenses in

sparsely populated areas;
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-- Deterring and impeding the conversion of ONO-ABM components
to ABM use and by banning deployment of very large sophisticated non-ABM
radars which could provide the radar base for an extensive ABM defense
of cities.

The ABM Treaty, by limiting ABM defenses of population, will make a
“major contribution to assuring the deterrent capabilities of the strategic
offensive forces of the two sides, thus reducing substantially incentives
for further offensive deployments. However, it will permit deployment of
a radar basg at a remote ICBM location that could support heavier defenses
of ICBMs., This radar base thus provides a hedge against major increases
in the threat to U.S. ICBMs and thereby helps to deter such threats.

U.S. Interests

The Treaty will have the following effects of major impact to U.S.

security:

-- The Treaty prohibits extensive ABM defenses of Soviet cities.
This provides added assurance that our retaliatory forces will be able
to penetrate to their targets now and in the future thus enhancing the U.S.
deterrent posture.

-- The Treaty permits a light defense of Washington, D. C. and
. the surrounding area in which are located critical elements of our national
command and control systems as well as large numbers of people. Such

a defense can protect Washington against accidental, unauthorized or small

attacks.

-- The Treaty permits a defense of some ICBMs and an adequate
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radar base as a hedge for thickening of ICBM defense in case the agree-
ment breaks down, thus providing insurance for our deterrent against
the possibility of threatening Soviet strategic offensive developments.
-- This combination of defenses will give us a protected warning,
assessment, and command capability which will allow the President to
make considered and controlled responses to less than all-out nuclear attacks.

Effects of the ABM Treaty on Safeguard

Safeguard was intended to defend some of our ICBMs, to provide added
assurance that our borﬁbers could survive a supprise attack, to defend
our national capital, and to defend the U, S, against a light attack such as
the Peoples Republic of China (PRC) could mount in the 1980s.

The ABM Treaty permits part of the ICBM defense along with develop-
ment of a base for a more effective defense for ICBMs -- site defense --

a system the development of which has already been started as a hedge
against threats to minuteman survivability.

Bomber survivability depends primarily on launching the bombers, which
can be recalled, in response to tactical warning of ballistic missile attack.
Improvements in our warning systems, rebasing of our bombers, and
improvements in bomber reaction time give us confidence in bomber sur-
vivability.

In short, the Administration decided that, on balance, our net security
interests would be advanced by agreeing to limit Safeguard in return for

corresponding limits on Soviet ABMS and appropriate limits on Soviet

strategic offensive forces.
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The Interim Offensive Agreement

Background

Our policy of strategic sufficiency means the maintenance of
forces adequate to deter an attack on or coercion of the United States
and its allies. The relationship between U.S. and USSR strategic
forces must be such that our ability and resolve to protect our
vital security interests will not be underestimated., The strategic
capabilities of both sides have become so large and diversified that
our programs need not be driven by fear of minor numerical imbal-
ances. However, the Soviet Union cannot be permitted to establish a
significant advantage in the overall numbers of strategic offensive
forces,

The current U.S. levels of offensive missiles were reached
by 1967. During the early 1960s, the United States decided to stop
the deployment of strategic offensive forces at those levels and
turned to further survivability improvements within these levels
thraugh such programs as Multiple Independently Retargetable Re-Entry
Vehicles (MIRVs) (which increase the effectiveness of surviving force‘s),
silo hardening, bomber dispersal a.nd improvements in command and
control surlvivability. This Administration initiated two programs
which hedge against very advanced Soviet threats -- the B-1 manned

bomber and the trident SLBM system.
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Soviet deployment of strategic offensive forces lagged signif-
icantly behind that of the United States until the late 1960s, when their
deployment of ICBMs accelerated and their deployment of SLBMs in
Y-Class nuclear-powered submarines (similar to our Polaris submarines)
took a similar sharp turn upward. By 1970, they were deploying
ICBMs at the rate of about 250 per year and SLBMs at the rate of about
eight submarines (128 launchers) per year,

Of particular concern was the Soviet deployment of the §5-9
missile with a large payload and a guidance system which gave it the
potential to destory Minuteman silos. We were uncertain about Soviet

plans for SS5-9 force levels, accuracy, and MIRVs, but the Soviet

technical potential for increased threats to Minuteman survivability
was evident. Consequently, the United States initiated programs to protect
Minuteman silos and set as a principal SALT objective the reduction of
threat posed by modern large ballistic missiles like the 8S-9.
Moreover, the momentum of Soviet missile deployments was
such that they could have 50 percent more strategic missiles than
the U.S. by 1977. Thus, breaking the momentum of this deployment
was ah urgent U.S. SALT objective,

Provisions of the Interim OQOffensive Apgreement

The Interim Offensive Agreement on strategic offensive forces

provides the following:
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-- The total number of strategic offensive missiles frozen
approximately at levels currently operational and under construction.
-- ICBM launchers (both hardened silos and soft launch pads)
are limited at those operational and under construction as of Juiy 1, 1972.
~- Heavy ICBM launchers are limited to those operational and
under construction as of July 1, 1972. Replacement of small missiles
with heavy missiles is prohibited, as is replacement of old, heavy
missiles with new heavy missiles, There can be no changes in the
size of small ballistic missile silos.
-« SLBM launchers on nuclear submarines are limited to
those operational and under construction as of July 1, 1972, except
that the agreement allows either side to replace launchers for SLBMs
on old nuclear submarines and old heavy ICBMs  with new SLBM
launchers in new submazrines,
-- The duration of the Interim Offensive Agreement is five years.
-- Bombers are not limited,
-- Neither side ha;s deployed mobile ICBMs. The negotiations
made clear that deployment of such systems during the freeze would be
inconsistent with the purpose of the agreement.

U.S5. Interests

The Agreement will freeze the toal number of Soviet and U.S.

missiles at approximate levels for five years. This achieves one of our
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prime objectives in SALT -- breaking the momentum of the Soviet
offensive missile program, especially by stopping the number of
modern large missiles such as the §5-9 at about 300,

The freeze will not affect U.S. planned programs. We did not
plan to deploy additional missiles in the next five years., Under the
agreement, the Minuteman III and Poseidon MIRV programs can con-
tinue. Development of the Trident SLBM system can continue; the
deployment of this system will not occur within the five year duration
of the interim offensive agreemne nt.

Thus, the agreement does not limit us from continuing current
and on-going offensive programs, but it stops the Soviets from increas-
ing the numerical gap in missile launchers. In number of warheads, the
U.S. will continue its wide lead.

The Soviets have been deploying new ballistic missile launching
submarines at a rapid rate. They now have operational and under
construction about as many Y-Class submarines as we have Polaris
and Poseidon submarines. Without some limit, they could have 80
Y-Class submarines or more in five years,

-- Under the agreement, to deploy new SLBMs beyond those
now operational and under construction, the Soviets would have to destroy
older ICBM or SLBM launchers in order to remain within the overall"

limits on ballistic missile launchers, If they build up to the permitted
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levels the Soviets will have to retire at least 240 launchers of which at
least 30 will be on submarines.

-- In any case, the Soviets will be limited to a maximum of
62 modern SLBM submarines and 950 SLBM launchers.

-- One key aspect of the Interim Offensive Agreement is to make
the Soviets choose between (1) destrgying about 200 old large SS-7 and
S5-8 missiles; and (2) foregoing deployment of an equal number of
SLBM launchers,

We could also build additional submarines.,

-~ We could, if we choose, retire ocur 54 Titan missiles and
deploy an equal number of Poseidon launchers in new submarines, re-
sulting in a larger E!‘-_M.Imé in warheads than the Soviets could
achieve by deploying 20 more of their current Y-Class submarines
and SI.BMs.

-~ Qur Trident SLBM program is still in early development.
We will be in position to go forward rapidly with Trident deployment
in five years if we need to.

In achieving the Interim Offensive Agreement we have not
diminished our nuclear support which is essential to the defense of our
allies in Europe and Asia, despite strong Soviet efforts to reduce our
forward based nuclear aircraft, as the price for limits on strategic

offensive systems.
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Verification

Early in SALT, the Soviet Union made clear that it would not
agree to on-site inspection for verification of a strategic arms
agreement. This objection to on-site inspection, of course, limited
the range of verifiable possibilities for these agreements. This was
one reason it was not possible to negotiate a ban in MIRV as an initial
step in SALT.

The ABM treaty and the Interim Offensive Agreement were formu-
lated to be verifiable by national means, We have a wide variety of
sophisticated and effective technical sensors, Our means are fully
capable of verifying the agreemens. Thg agreements make clear
that neither side will interfere with these means nor take deliberate
concealment measures. These technical means combined with hedges
on our strategic programs enable us to take the necessary counter-
actions to protect our security in the event of a violation.

Duration and Withdrawal

The ABM treaty is of unlimited duration; it contains a clause
which permits either party to withdraw if its supreme interests are,
in its view, jeopardized., Thus, for example, if unforeseen develop-
ments threaten the sufficiency of U.S. retaliatory forces, the U.S.
could withdraw from the treaty. The Interim Agreement, being only a tempor-

ary measure, is of limited duration -- five years. This permits ample
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time for negotiating a more complete follow-on SALT agreement.
Both sides are committed by the ABM treaty to such negotiations.

Strategic Bombers

Strategic bombers were not included in the.agreement. We
have about 450 B-52 bombers compared to the Soviets' approximate 190
heavy bombers. About 280 of our B-52s will be equipped to carry
up to 20 stand-df missiles (SRAM). This will greafly multiply the
striking forces of our bomber component, Soviet heavy bomber forces
are not projected to increase over the next five years. Thus, we
believe that the U.S. will retain a sizeable advantage in bombers.

A Net Assessment

The SALT agreements make a major contribution in protecting
our security and in moderating many of the dangers we would otherwiise
face over the next several years. Specifically, without these agreements
the Soviets could have 3200 strategic offensive missiles by 1977. We
could have no additional missiles by that time. Thus, the current
disparity would grow even -larger.

However, we estimate that we will maintain our current sub-
stantial lead in strategic warheads for at least the next five years. This
lead might even be increased. Since the number of targets we can
attack is directly related to the -number of warheads in our forces, warheads

are a better measure of relative strategic strength than launchers. Thus,
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in the most imporant characteristics of our offensive forces -- MIRV,
force efficiency and system quality -- we have and plan to maintain a
clear sufficiency in our strategic posture.

It is also important to recognize that the effectiveness of our
force in its retaliatory role is fully maintained. The damage we can
inflict in retaliation will be undiminished unde‘r the SALT agreement,
This is the keystone of our deterrent capability,

The differences between ABM interceptor levels non-limited
by SALT and levels limited by SALt illustrate one dimension of the
extent to which the ABM treaty will contribute to stabilization of the
strategic arms race. A second important dimension, not illustrated,
is the extent to which the ABM treaty will reduce uncertainiy about
future ABM levels, thus decreasing the need for extensive hedges against
high ABM interceptor levels,

Some competition can continue -~ particularly in qualitative im-
provements which are reflected in the number of independent warheads.
Even these developments are somewhat slowed and constrained on the
Soviet.side by limiting the number of strategic missiles, and in particular
limiting the number of modern heavy missiles. In time, these develop-
ments could also adversely affect the strategic balance. Thus, both
sides should have incentives to find ways in the follow-on negotiations

to control such competition.



No Objection To Declassification in Full 2012/02/13 : LOC-HAK-228-3-2-3
15

Yet, if Soviet deployments of additional missiles also continued
and their ABM program went forward as well, the strategic balance
could require compensating U.S. action without enhancing U. 8.
security, This is why the SALYT agreements are in our interest.

-- We have constrained the cycle of action and reaction and
enhanced the stability of the strategic balance .

-~ We have curbed the momentum of the Soviet build-up.

-- We have even greater confidence that our offensive weapons
can penetrate to Soviet tafgets since a nationwide Soviet ABM is
prohibited.

-- We have bought time for further negotiations.

-- We avoid the need for major new programs yet we can continue
with the prudent measures to protect our position five years from now:

1. The Trident submarine will be ready for deployment.
2, The C-4 SLBM will be available,

3. Site defense ABM development can be completed,

4. B-1 development will be complete.

Thus, we have the programs needed to encourage the Soviets to live
up to the agreement and negotiate seriously for more comprehensive follow-on
SALT agreements, and protect our security if they do not.

We enter these agreements with confidence.

-- That our security will be enhanced;
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~- That we can verify the agreement;
-~ That we have curbed the strategic arms race and built a
basis that can aid further agreement not only on strategic arms, but on other

outstanding issues affecting world peace.
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Rationale for 740 (operational and under construction)

4 boats Y (16) 656
Soviets claimed 48 boats Y (16) 768
Our estimate 44 boats Y (16) 7vd7i‘+

Hye 68§
H class (2 conversions) 30 - 36

If 48 boats have mix of 16 + 12 tube boats (say 4- 12 tube) it would be 752.
We picked [arbitrary] figure within range beiween 656 and 768; i.e. 710,
and added 30 H class tubes. We could not challenge Soviet 48/768 claim
as long as they insisted on it. So had to use it as high end of range.
Soviets accepted 740 on this basis. We estimate that at most Soviets
may have 60 - 70 tubes fewer than 710 and this is the range of risk we are
accepting, i.e. they could construct that many without immediate replace-

ment.
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.- 1. Yo Increased Defense of Early Wernine Radars. On July 28,

- 1970, Garthoff handed Grlnevs}y a note with the folloWln" text:
“Slncc Hen House radars can detect and track ballistic mxssxle

warheads at great distances, they have a significant ADM potential.
) | . | .
Accordingly, the US would regard any increase in the defenses- of

such radars by surface-to-air missiles as inconsistent with an

a%;eement (Comntnt' Soviets never challenged this Statemcnt.

On Septcmber 7 and 8, 1971, Garthoff reminded KlShllOV of the
._July‘28 statement and Kishilov 1ndlcatcd understanding of the point

on vulnerability.)
"2, Mobiie ABM Systems;.,In Mini-Plenary on January 28, 1972,

»

'Nitzé made following statement: "“Article V (1) of the Joint Draft

Tegt of the ABM Treaty includes an undertaking not to develop, test,
or deploy mobile land-based ABM systems and their components. On
May 5;‘1971, the US side indicated that, in its view,“a prohibition
on déployﬁent of mobile ABM systems and compoiicnts would rule out
the deployment of ABM 1a;nchers and rafars \hxth were not pcrnantnt
flxed types., At that time, we asked for «4he Soviet view of this |
interpretation, Does the Soviet side agree u:th Lthe US plde'n

1ntexpxetatlon put foxward on Mty 5, 1971?2" (Cowicnt: On Aprll 13,

1972, Soviet side reported there was a Lencral conurmon undcxu anding

Y

SrEeRE—. NODIS
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T on this matter and it was decided that an agreed interpretation was
" pot necessary,) ST .

3. Tested in ABM Mode, 1In Mlnl ~-Plenary on Aprll 7,,1972

- Nitze made follo"lng statement: "Artxcle 11 of the Joint Draft Text'

uses the term 'tested in an. AR mode,' in defining ABM-components,

agd Article VI 1nc1udes certain oblngatlons concernlng such test:ng.

,

o We believe that the 31des should have a common understanding of this

-

_'phrase. First, ve WOuld note that the testing provisions of the ABM

Treaty are intended to apply to testing vwhich occurs after the date

of signature of the Treaty, and not to any testing which may have
0ccurred,in the past, Next, ve would amplify the remarks we have
made on this subJecL during the previous Helsinki phase by.setting

forth the ObJCCLlVQS whlch govern the US view on the subgcct namely,

atd

while‘prohibiting testing of non-ABM components for ABM purposes:

not to prevent testing of ABM components, and not to prevent testing

* of non-ABM components for non-AEBM purposes, To clarify our inter-

- i

pretation of 'tested in an ABM mode,’ we,note that we would consider

‘a-launchér, missile or radar to be 'tested in an ABM mode' if, for

-

example, any of the following events occur: (1) a launcher is used

-

to launch an ABM interceptor missile, (2) an interceptox missile is

flight tested against a target vehicle which has a flight trajectory

L}
4

ST W16
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“ with charactevlstxcs of a strategic ballistic missile flight tragcctory,

or is flight tested in conjunction Wlth the test of an ABM inter-

L)

.-ceptor missile or an ABM radar at the same test range, or is flight

U %
tested to an altitude. 1nconsmstent with lnterceptlon of tatgets

»

“

against which air defenses are deployed, (3) a radar makes measure- -

ments on a COOperathG target vehlcle of the kind referred to in

- F
itcm (2) above durlng the reentry portion of its trajectory or makes

-

meas urements in conJunctlon Wlth the test of an ABM 1nterceptor
m19311e or an ABM radar at the same test range., Radars used for

purposes such as range safcty or instrumentation would be exempt

from application of these criteria." (Comment: On May 5, Grlnevsky

told Gathoff that the Soviet Delegation dld not belicve it was

neceasary that thc sub3ect be further addlcsscd )

P

4. No Precedent jn ABM Non-Transfor Provision, -On April 18, -t

1972, Parsons made following statement in Spegial Working Group: "In
regard to this Article (Article IX), I have a brief and T believe
self-cxplanatory statement to make., The IS side wishes to make clear

that the provisions of this Article do not set a precedent for vhat-

-

ever prov:sxon may be c0nq1dered for a Treaty on Limiting SLraLeglc

Offensive Arms, The quethon of transfer of stratcglc offenalva arms
i1s a far more complex issue, which may“requirc a different solution,"
S .

,
,
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(Comment: Soviet side has not challenged this interpretation.)

‘5., Current ABM Test Ranges, Garthoff made following'statEment

to-Grinevskyland kishilov on April %f, 1972, at meeting dQ_The Fodr:.
'"Aiticle'IV‘of the ABM Treaty provides fhat 'the Iimitatidnﬁlpéovidcd
for in Article_III shall not abply to ABM systems or their components
uged for developmcﬁt or tegﬁiﬁg, and lécatgd within current or
'additionaily agreed test rangé&,' Qg beiiéve it would be useful to
assure:that there is no misunderstanhiné as to cur§entABM tést
'-ranges. It is our understanding that ABM test fanges encompass the.
&feas Qithin vhich ABM components are located for test purposes,
. The current US ABM test ranges are at White Sands, New ﬁcxico, and
at Kwajalein Atoll, and the current Soviet ABM test range is near

‘Sary Shagan in Kazakhstan., We consider that ﬁon—phased array radars

of types used for range safety or instrumentation purpeses may be . = -

locagcd ouﬁside of ABM- test ranges. -We inteﬁpget the reference in
Article IV to 'addirionally agreecd test ranges' to mean that ABﬁ
componénts will not be located at any'oﬁhfr test rangcs‘without

prior agfeement between our Governments that there will be such
additional‘ABM test ranges." .(Comment: on Mé; 5, 1971, Grinevskx,
reading fromiQ prcparﬁd text, Fold Garthoff therc‘was a common under-
sﬁanding on vhat ADM tgst ranges waré: - The use of the types of non-

ABM radars for range ‘safety or instrumentation was not limited undex

SECRET -~ NODIS -
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the Treaty.  The reference in Article IV to current and additionally
" agreed test ranges vas sufficiently clear.) .

6., Deferral of ABM Sites. On May 6, 1972, Semenov, in private
o ‘ %

R ) ‘ . I L Y. Y q - . e e em o . L
Smeéeting with Smith, proposed a "joint statement! to read as follows: "The

Parties understand that at‘prescnt‘the USSR is deploying'an'ABM system
for defense of the natlonal capltal and the USA is deploylng a
system for one ICBM chloyment area, Deployment of ABM components

~ for thc defense of the one deplo}menL arca of land-based ICBM silo
_launchers in the USSR, and of "the nq&iohal capital in the USA, for
the *i%e Qeirr would net be carried éut " In rcnly. on May 17, Smit

‘said he was 1nQLructed to state Lhat the US Govcrnment had no 1nteresL

P

in dcfexrlng the second ABH site for cach country In prlvate

méeting  with Smith on May 19, Semenov said he was authorized to

state that the sides procced from the premise that deployment of ABM

system components in one arca for defense of land-based ICBM silo

launchers in the USSR, and for defense of the national capital in ﬁhé*'

3
-

Unlted 5Latca, could bc implemented at the discretion of the sides.
7. Standstill, In meeting of Delegations on'May 6, 1972,
Semcnov made following statement: "In an effort to accommodate the
wishes of Lhc -US qlde the Soviet Delegation is prepared to proceed

“on the basis that the two sides will in fact observe the obligations

of both the Interim Agrecement and the ABM Treaty, beginning from the
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_ date of signature of these two documents." In reply, Parsons made

following statement in Mini-Plenary on May 20, 1972: "The US agrees
in principle with the Soviet statement made on May 6 conterging

. ‘ 1 '
observance of obligations beginning from date of signature butwe

would like to make clear our understanding that this means that,

pending ratification and acceptance, neither side would take any

[

action prohibited by the agreements after they had entered into force.
This understanding would continue to apply in the absence of notifice-

tion by either signatory of its intention not to proceed with ratifica~

tion or approval,’

8. Withdrawal from the ABM Treaty. In Mini-Plenary on May 9,

1972, Smith madé following statement: "The US Delegation hés stressed
the importance the US Government attaches to achieving agreement on
more complete limitations on strategic offensive arms,'following
agreement on an ABM Treaty and on an Interim Agfgement on certain

measures with respect to the limitation of strategic offensive arms.

The US Delegation belicves that an objectiye of the follow-on

negotiations should be to constrain and reduce on a long-term basis

threats to the survivability of our respective strategic retaliatory

forces. The USSR Delegation has also indicated that the objectives

of SALT would remain unfulfilled without the achievement of an agree-

ment providing for more complete limitations .on strategic offensive

CIACODIMT o BIOTYT O -
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~arms,” Both sides recognize that the initial agreements would be steps

B

toward the achievement of more complete limitations on strategic arms.
If an agreement providing for more complete strategic offensive arms
limitations were not achieved within fifve years, US Supreme interests.
could be jeopardized. Should that occur, it would constitute a basis
for withdrawal from the ABM Treaty. The US does not wish to see such
si

a tuation occur, nor do we believe that the USSR does. 1t is because

we wish tb prevent sﬁch a sitdation that we emphasize the importancé the
us Government attaches to achievement of more complete limitations on
strategic offensive arms. “The US Execcutive will inform the Congress,
in conncction with Congressional consideration of the ATM Tréaty'and
‘the Interim Agreement; of this statement of the US position. Having
advised thé USSR of its‘poSition on tﬁis matter, the US Governmeﬁt is
prepared to agree that Article XV of the ABM Treaty Be'tomposéd of
paragraph 1 and paragraph 2 as now formulated in the Joint Draft Text."
‘(Comment: The Séviet.side has not indicated any'disaéreeaent ﬁiﬁh this
stétement. Semenov said he would bring it to thé attention of his
leadership. He noted that the positions of the sides coincide on the
impbrtance attached to concluding a more comprehensive statement limit-

ing'stratcgic arms in the follow-on talks,)

9, Compensation for SLDM Jaunchers and Submarines, On May 175fnw927““”’~f
(%)

1972, Scmcnov made the following unilateral "Statement of the Sovicet
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Side:" "Taking int§ account that modern Eallistic missile submariﬁes
are presently in the pésscssion of not only the US, but also of its
NATO allies, the Soviet Union agrees that‘fof the period‘of effective-
ness of the Interim 'Freeze' Agreement/the US aﬁd‘its NATO ailigs have
up to 50 such submarines with a total of up to 800 ballistic miééile
launchers thereon (including 41 US submarines with 656 ballistic missile
lad%chers). However, if during the peviod of effectiveness of the
Agreement US allies iﬁ NATO shbuld increase the numbgr of their modern
submarines to exceed the numbers of submarines they would havg opera-.
tional or under constructién on the date of signature of the Agrecment,

the Sovict Union will have the right to a covresponding increase in the

number of its submarines. In the opinion of the Soviet side, the

‘solution of the question of modern ballistic missile submarines provided

for in the Interim Agreement only partially compensates for the strategic
imﬁalancc in the deploymenL of the nuclear-powered missile submarines
of the USSR and the US.’ Therefore, the Soviet side belicves that this
vhole question, and above all the question of liquidating the Amcrican
missile submarine bﬁses‘outsidé the US, must be appropriately resolved
in the course of_follow—on negotiations." On May 24 Smith read follow-
ing statcment to Semenov and handed him the text: "“The United States
side has studied the ';tatement made by the Soviet side' of May 17

i .
concerning compensation for submarine basing and SLBM submarines

bhelonging to third countries. The United States does not accept the

eIt - WONDTS T
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validxty of the considerations in that statement."/\(CC mment: Semenov
gaid he understood the position stated by the US side, and noted that

the US could consider the Soviet statgment as a unilateral Sne.}

10, Lend-Mobile ICBM Launchers. Allison made following statement

in_Mini-Plenary on May 20, 1972: "In connection with the important
suggect-of land-mobile ICEM launchers, in the interest of concluding the
Interim Agreement the ﬁS Delegation now withdraws its proposal that .
Article I or an agreed statement explicitly prohibit the deployment of
mobile 1andébased‘ICBM launchers., I have.bean instructed to inform you
that, while agreeing to defer the question 6f\1imitation of opcratidnhl
land- moblle ICBM 1aunchers.to the subgsgygpfﬁpenotlatlons on morc complctb
limitations on strategic offensive arms, the US would consider the
deployment of opérational land-mobile ICRM launchers during the period

of the Interim Agrecment as inconsistent with the objectives of that

Agreement." (Comment: Sovicts have not reacted.)

-

11, Covered Facilities. Nitze made following statement in Mini-

Plenary on May 20, 1972: "The US Delegation withdraws its proposed
additional sentence to paragraph 3 of Article V of the Interim Agrec-
ment, In taking this step, I wish to emphasize the importance that the

United States attaches to the provisions of Article V, including in

particular their application to fitting out eor berthing submarines."

IR o NMNMATZYT O -
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(Comment: Following Nitze's statement, Semenov said Soviet side confirmed

that Article V was adequate for‘purposes‘of'Interim Agreement, including

-
-
~

-

12, Standing;Consultative Commission.  On May 24, Smith read follow-

ingﬂstatcment to‘Seménov and handed him the text: "The United States
prg;oses that the sides'agrec that, with regard to initial implementation
of the ABM Treaty's Articie XIII on the Standing Consultative Commi ssion
(5c¢C) and of the consultation Articles to the Interim Agreement ofl
offensive arms and the Acéidents AgreEmené, agreement establishing the
SCC will be worked out early in the follow-onkSALT negotiations; until
that'is‘cdﬁpleted, the following arrangements will prevail: when SALT

is in session, any consultation desired by either side uqder these

Articles can be carried out by the two SALT Delegations; when SALT is

not in session, ad hoc arrangements for any desired consultations under

these Articles may be made through diplomatic channels." (Comment:
Semenov said he would report this statement to Moscow. He felt that,
on an ad refercendum basis, he could agree ghat the statement corresponded

to the Soviet undérstanding.)

-

_ PRSP R AL : :
13. "Heavy" 1CBMs. Delegation planning--to-make following state-

Ay Fria, {'."A;.;:,:,A.‘;-V-,/r‘, TILAT pme "}},“..1,“4,;‘2.. ll’,tl?//.‘:?«i
- menta “The US Delcgation regrets that the Soviet Delegation has not been

willing to agrce on a common definition of & heavy missile. Under these
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circumstances, the US Delegation believes it necessary to
state the following:lz?he United States would consider any
ICBM having a volume significantly greater than that of '

the largest light ICBM now operational on either $ide to

e

ﬁe a heavy_ICBM. The US proceeds on the premise that the

Soviet side will give due account to this consideration.'
? -
14, Location of ICBM Defenses. Delegation made

.foilowing statement in Mini-Plenary meeting on May 26,

1972: "Afticle III of the ABM Treaty provides for each
side one ABM system deployment area centered on its national
| capital and one ABM‘systcm deployment area containing ICBM
silo launchers. The two sides have registered agréement

on the following statement: 'The Parties understand that
the center of the ApM system deployment area centered on
the‘ﬁational capital‘and‘the centeroftkge ABM system
deployment areca containing ICBM’siib launchers for each

-

Party shall be separated by no less than thirteen hundred

kilometers.' 1In this connection, the US side notes that

its ABM systgm deployment area for defense of ICBM silo

SECRUT - NODTS
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1aunchers, 1o¢ated.wes; of the Mississippi River, will be
centered in the Grand Forks ICBM silo launcher deployment

-area."

15. "Significantly Increaéed". Smith introduced

following statement into record in Mini-Plenary meeting
oq:May26,1972: "The Parties agree that the terﬁ "signi-
ficantly increased" means that the increase will not be
greater than 10;154pefcent of the present dimensions of
land-based ICBM silo launchers'. Semenov said‘statement |

correspends co Soviet understanding.

SECRET - NODIS
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' AGREED STATEMENTS REGARDING THE INTERIM AGREEMENT
! o BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA AND
' | THE UNION OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS
ON CERTAIN MEASURES WITH RESPECT TO THE
LIMITATION OF STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE ARMS

The Parties understand that land-based _ICBM launcheré
_referred to in the Interim Agreem'ent are understood to be |
launchers for strategic ballistic missiles..capable of ranges

- in éxcess of the shortest distance between the northeastern
border of the continental U.S. and the northwestern bordér

of thc.;. continental USSR,
The Parties understand that fixed land-based ICBM

launchers under active construction as of the date of signature

of the Interim Agreement may be completed,

The Parties understand that in the process of moderni-

zation and replacement the dimensions of land-based ICBM

silo launchers will not be significantly incrcased.
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The Parties understand that during the period of the
Interim Agreement ‘there shall be no significant increase in
t_h;number of ICBM or SLBM test‘and training launchers, or
in the number of such launchers for modern land-based heavy
ICBMs. The Parties further undgrstand that construction or
conversion of ICBM launchers at test ranges shall be under-

taken ohly for purposes of testing and training,

The Parties understand that dismantling of destruction
of ICBM 1aqnc11e1-s of older types deployed prior to 1964
and balli’stic missile launchers on older submarines being
replaced by‘new SLBM launchers on modern submarines will
be initiated at the time of the beginning of sea trials of a
repla.ce‘ment cubmarine, and will be completed in the shortest
possible agreed period of time. Such dismantling or
destruction, and timely notification thereof, will be accomplished
under Procedures to be a.gx-:eed in the Standing Consultative

Commission,.
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AGREED STATEMENTS REGARDING THE TREATY
BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA  AND

THE UNION OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS
ON THE LIMITATION OF ANTI-BALLISTIC MISSILE SYSTEMS

The Parties understand that, in acidition to the ABM
radars which may be deployed in atcco:rda.n‘ce with subparagraph
(2) of Article ‘I.II of fhe Treaty, those non-phased-array ABM
radars operational on the date of s.,igna.tur‘e of the Treaty
within the ABM system deployment area for defense of the

national capital may be retained.

The Parties understand that the pot;antial (the product
of mean emitted powér in watts and ante‘nna area in square
meters) of the smaller of the two large phased-array ABM
radars referred to in subparagraph (b) of Article III of the
Treaty is considered for purposes of the Treaty to be _‘three

million.
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Th’e‘Parﬁes understand that the center of the ABM
system deployment area centered on the national éapital and
the center of the ABM system deployment area containing

ICBM silo launchers for each Party shall be separated by no

less than thirteen hundred kilometers.

In order to insure fulfillment of the obligation not to
deploy ABM sy'sterris and"their components except as provided
m Articl_e III of the Treaty, the Parties agree that in ’t'he e;vent.
ABM systems based on other physical principles a.x;d inclﬁciing
components capable of substituting for ABM interceptor missiles,
'ABM launchers, ér ABM radars are created in the future,
specific limitations on such systems and their cornponentsA

would be subject to discussion in accordance with Article XIIL

and agreement in accordance with Article XIV of the Treaty.

*

sk #

The Parties understand that Article V of the Treaty
includes obligations not to develop, test or deploy ABM inter-

ceptor missiles for the delivery by each ABM interceptor missile

of more than one independently guided warhead,

¥ £ 3
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‘ 'I'he Parties agree not to deploy phased-array radars
having a potential (the product of mean emitted power in

watts and antenna area in square meters) exceediig three

‘million, except as provided for in Articles III, IV and VI

of the Treaty, or except for the purposes of tracking objects
in outer space or for use as national technical means of

verification.

' Tl;‘e Parties understand that Article IX of tht; Treaty
inclu‘de‘s the obligation of the U.S. and the USSR not to
provide to other States technical descriptions or blueprints
specially worked out for the consfruction of ABM syst'ems"

and their components limited by the Treaty.



